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Executive Summary
Background

Section 271 of The Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act) sets forth alist of conditions
that a Bell Operating Company (BOC) must satisfy before it is authorized to offer “in
region” long distance services. That list is often referred to as “ The 14-point Checklist.” In
accordance with the Act, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), through a series
of ordersand in its approval of several 8271 applications, has provided a*“road map”
containing specific details of what is required to meet each one of the Checklist items.

One of the principal FCC requirements is that a BOC must demonstrate that it provides non
discriminatory access to its Operations Support Systems (OSS) enabling the BOCs
competitors (often referred to as "Competitive Local Exchange Carriers’ (CLECYS)) to place
orders for local facilities (called Unbundled Network Elements (UNES)) or resale services in
order to install service to the CLECS end-user customers, to maintain and repair those
facilities, and to bill customers.® Although it is not required by the Act to gain state
approval prior to filing an FCC application, the FCC has placed significant weight on the
state’ s recommendation when supported by a detailed and comprehensive state record. A
detailed state record assists the FCC by providing the necessary evidence to make its
determination within the 90-day time frame alowed by the Act. Therefore, all applicants to
date have sought state approval prior to filing an FCC application.

To determine whether a BOC provides such non-discriminatory access to competitors as
required by the Act, the FCC has stated that commercial data, i.e., datafrom the CLEC's
actual usage of the BOC's OSS, are preferred. However, when commercial data are absent,
the FCC hasrelied on the results of independent, third-party testing of the BOC's OSS to
demonstrate whether a BOC has provided non-discriminatory access to its OSS. 1n many
jurisdictions, State Commissions have engaged independent firms like Cap Gemini Telecom
Media & Networks U.S,, Inc. d/b/a Cap Gemini Ernst & Young (CGE&Y) to test and
evaluate the BOC's OSS.

The State Commission considers the results of such tests and evaluations to determine
whether the BOC is providing non-discriminatory access. The FCC considers the State
Commission’s determination and the recommendation of the United States Department of
Justice (DOJ) when making its determination as whether to approve the BOC's application.
To date, the FCC has approved ten such applications, all of which were supported by a
comprehensive and detailed state record, whether conducted independently by the
applicant’ s State Commission or conducted within an anchor state with independent
affirmation by the applicant state of the sameness in the OSS with the anchor state: Verizon
in New Y ork, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Pennsylvania and Rhode Island; and
Southwestern Bell Communications, Inc. (SBC) in Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, Arkansas and
Missouri.

* New York 271 Order at Par. 83.
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In its orders granting authority to offer “in-region” long distance services, the FCC
established certain standards that apply to the testing and evaluation of the BOC's OSS.
Specifically, when the applicant relies on third-party testing as evidence of non
discriminatory OSS access, two types of testing and evaluation are required:

Functionality testing
Capacity testing

Testing and evaluation are necessary in each of the five OSS functions: pre-ordering
(including access to loop qualification information), ordering, provisioning, maintenance
and repair (M&R) and billing.

The Qwest Arizona OSS Test

Consistent with the requirements of the Act, the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC)
engaged Doherty and Company, Inc. (DCI) to develop a Master Test Plan (MTP) for the
Qwest Arizona OSS Test. In addition, the ACC engaged CGE& Y to serve asthe Test
Administrator, and Hewlett Packard (HP) to serve as the Test Generator or Pseudo-CLEC.
A Test Advisory Group (TAG) was formed, consisting of CGE& Y, HP, the ACC, DCI, and
all other interested parties, including Qwest and CLECs such as AT& T, WorldCom, Cox
Communications and Covad. The formation of the TAG ensured openness by alowing all
parties to contribute to the test process, and provided a forum for the scrutiny of test results.

The MTP was designed to contain the overall requirements for the OSS Test. At the
direction of the ACC, the initial MTP was developed by DCI. In late 1999, ownership of the
MTP was granted to CGE& Y. At this point, changes to the MTP were a collaborative effort
and were only made with the approval of the TAG. The MTP was docketed in April of 2000
and was used as the foundation for the development of detailed test plans.

In January 2000, the TAG determined that a more detailed test plan should be devel oped to
supplement the MTP. Working in a collaborative effort for more than five months, the TAG
developed such a plan, which is known as the Test Standards Document (TSD). One of the
major requirements of the TSD was for CGE& Y, as Test Administrator, to identify
suspected deficiencies in Qwest OSS and issue Incident Work Orders (IWOs), which were
to be distributed to all TAG members for review and comment. All test participants were
also encouraged to bring suspected deficiencies to the attention of the Test Administrator for
review. Qwest was required to provide aresponse to each IWO. All parties were then
allowed an opportunity to comment on Qwest’s response and CGE& Y’ s evaluation.
CGE&Y carefully reviewed the parties comments and determined whether additional
information, testing or evaluation was necessary. Once CGE& Y verified that the issue
identified in the IWO was satisfactorily addressed by Qwest, a Performance Acceptance
Certificate (PAC) was distributed to all parties and the IWO was closed. Any party that
disagreed with that closure could raise their concerns at regularly scheduled TAG meetings.
If the parties could not reach agreement on the closure, the IWO was sent to “impasse,” i.e.,
referred to the ACC for resolution. Of the more than 230 IWOs issued during the OSS Test,
and the 128 issued during the Performance Measurement Audit (PMA) and closed by
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CGE&Y during the test, only 6 were taken to impasse by any party. The resolution of those
IWOs s currently pending at the ACC.

At the outset of the Qwest Arizona OSS Test, the TAG aso decided that CGE&Y would
conduct an extensive PMA. The PMA was the first of its kind, unique to Arizona and
addresses concerns raised in other jurisdictions as to the accuracy of the BOC' s reported
performance measurement results. Thisis especialy important as the volume of services
provided by CLECs increases and future determinations of quality of service provided by
the BOCs is based on published performance measurement results.

The Arizona PMA was originally intended to ensure that the results from the test would be
accurately calculated and reported. The TAG was an integral part of this process.
Numerous TAG meetings were held during which the sections of the PMA were discussed
and agreement was reached by the TAG that the audit results were satisfactory and OSS
testing of the particular function could begin. During the PMA, CGE&Y identified
numerous deficiencies resulting in the issuance of 128 IWOs all of which were resolved by
Qwest by the fall of 2001.

CGE& Y began Phase | of the OSS test in December 2000.

In designing the Arizona 8271 test, the ACC took unprecedented steps to ensure that the test
process would remain completely "open,” i.e., al parties would be afforded every
opportunity to participate in the test, thoroughly review and analyze the results in an open
forum, and raise issues during each phase of the test. This openness policy was devel oped
by the ACC and is described in Appendix F of the MTP. CGE&Y operated in accordance
with this policy to ensure that openness was achieved during each phase of the Qwest OSS
test. In addition to establishing the TAG, the ACC took several steps to further support this
open process.

It established arobust TAG meeting schedule, a master issues log, and a record of action
items and tracking of their completion. During the OSS Test process more than 50 TAG
meetings were conducted, each providing the CLECs with an opportunity to raise issues
in an open forum.

It established a Document Viewing Room in which CGE&Y and HP placed all
appropriate test documentation. Such an extensive viewing room is unique to Arizong;
no other State Commission to date has provided a similar method for the parties to view
the OSS Test record.  Tens of thousands of documents and hundreds of electronic files
have been placed in the Qwest Arizona OSS Test Document Viewing Room for all
parties to inspect and--subject to the terms of the Commission's Protective Order--copy.
The Document Viewing Room was established in July 2001 and supporting test data
have continued to be added to coincide with specific workshop schedules and as
additional testing continued. CGE& Y made every effort to ensure documentation was
provided allowing all parties sufficient opportunity for review. In addition, CGE&Y and
HP made copies of more extersive electronic files and made them available to parties on
CDs, to further facilitate their review of the test and its associated documents.
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It required CGE& Y to issue interim reports after completion of each part of the OSS
Test. After each such interim report was issued, the ACC conducted multi-day
workshops. The number of interim reports that were published, and the number of
workshops held were unique and unprecedented for a §271 engagement and allowed all
parties to comment on virtually every aspect of thetest. Prior to each of the workshops,
parties were encouraged to pre-file written questions related to the interim report, and
CGE&Y was required to provide written responses prior to the workshop. The CLECs
issued more than 1200 pre-filed questions, covering every aspect of each test. CGE&Y
and HP provided written responses to each question, many of which required extensive
investigation and analysis. In addition, during the workshop, the parties were permitted
to present their own evidence related to the interim report. The parties were also
allowed to direct follow-up or additional questionsto CGE&Y and HP witnesses
responsible for the interim report. Each of the workshops were transcribed and the
transcripts made available to all parties. Following each workshop, the parties filed
briefs on the workshop and the interim report. CGE&Y, in conjunction with the ACC
staff, considered the input from the pre-filed questions, the interim workshops and the
parties briefs to determine whether any additional testing or evaluation was needed, as
well asto make any appropriate edits to the reports.

Upon completion of the interim workshops and additional testing and evaluations, CGE& Y
incorporated its findings and relevant CLEC comments into the interim reports and provided
the parties and the ACC with a Draft Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test. The Draft Final
Report also included overall findings, conclusions and recommendations. After the CLECs
were provided a sufficient opportunity to review the Draft Final Report, the ACC conducted
aworkshop intended to cover revisions or additions since issuance of the interim reports, but
followed the same procedure used for the workshops on the interim reports.

Following is a chart providing quantitative information about each of these workshops:

Test Section Workshop Pre-filed Questions
Length

Retail Parity Evaluation 3 days 161

Relationship Management Evaluation 2.5 days 291

Capacity Test 2 days 197

Functionality Test 5.5 days 442

Draft Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test 5 days 233

For all these reasons, the ACC can be assured that the thorough and exhaustive Qwest
Arizona OSS Test has been the most open, most extensive and most collaborative §271 OSS
test conducted to date by any State Commission.

Summary of Test Results
CGE&Y identified a number of documentation, process, training and system issues during

the testing and evaluation of the Qwest OSS. CGE& Y issued 232 IWOs during the Qwest
OSS Test to address these issues. The following table identifies those IWOs by test type,
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and the action taken to address or resolve the incident. This table does not include 48 IWOs
that were either withdrawn or where no action was required and 128 IWOs that were created
during the PMA. (See CGE&Y’'s PMA Final Report for details concerning the PMA
IWQOs.)

Oss System Training Procedure Metrics | Documentation TOTAL
I mprovements Tables Updates
Initiated

Functionality 44 7 22 29 28 9 139
Retail Parity 0 0 3 3 0 7 13
Capacity 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
Relationship 1 0 7 7 0 14 29
Management

TOTAL 48 7 32 39 28 30 184

This report describes the activities conducted by CGE& Y during the Arizona 8271 Test, as
well asits findings, conclusions and recommendations. Below is a brief summary of each
test area. More detailed results can be found in Sections 2 through 5 of the report.

Functionality Test (Section 2)

Test Scope

The purpose of the Functionality Test was to determine whether Qwest has developed
sufficient electronic functions and manual interfaces to allow competing carriers access to
all of the necessary OSS functions in each of the following areas:

Pre-Ordering (Section 2.1 and 2.5.4.1)

Ordering and Provisioning (Section 2.2 and 2.5.4.1)
Maintenance and Repair (M&R) (Section 2.3 and 2.5.4.1)
Billing (Section 2.4 and 2.5.4.1)

As part of the collaborative effort, the Functionality Test was designed by the TAG to be
executed in phases aligned with these areas. To further ensure an open test environment,
each phase of the test required approval by al TAG members prior to execution. The
execution of each phase would begin as the PMA was completed on the specific measures
pertaining to that phase. Completion of a phase of the PMA included analyzing the findings
and results of the applicable measures during the TAG meetings to ensure that all parties
were satisfied. After agreement was reached, that phase of the Functionality Test could

begin.

During extensive pre-order testing, more than 10,000 transactions were executed. In the
ordering and provisioning test, more than 1,700 orders were successfully executed; during
M& R testing, more than 80 troubles were reported. The billing evaluation involved a
thorough validation of all Resale and UNE hills. In addition, two months of Rated Usage
was evaluated.
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The Functiorality Test scenarios were defined by the MTP. To comply with MTP and TSD
requirements, CGE& Y developed test cases from these scenarios that allowed the capture of
data to calculate performance measures.

In addition to determining whether the required functionality was provided, the
Functionality Test also reported on Qwest's performance in each of these areas so the ACC
could determine whether Qwest’ s systems are capable of providing non-discriminatory
access to each of the functions of their OSS.

Appendix C of the MTP listed each measure and sub- measure on which CGE& Y was
required to report during the test. These measures are a subset of the Arizona 8271
Performance Indicator Definitions (PIDs). Many of these measures required CGE& Y to
report at certain levels of disaggregation, e.g., by geographic area or by product type.
CGE&Y analyzed more than 200 performance measure disaggregations to evaluate Qwest’s
performance.

The Arizona PID established the standards that were to be used for each measure. For OSS
functions that are analogous to those that Qwest provides to itself, its affiliates or its own
customers, the appropriate standard determination was whether Qwest provided these
functions to the CLECs at parity levels. Thus, the TSD provided that CGE& Y wasto
compare Qwest's retail results to those of the Pseudo-CLEC. In addition, the TAG requested
that CGE& Y also compare Qwest retail resultsto those of commercial CLECs. For OSS
functions without a retail analogue, the standard was whether the access provided by Qwest
was sufficient to allow a competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete, i.e. “benchmark
measures.” For “benchmark measures,” the TSD provided that CGE& Y was to report
results against established benchmarks. For the remaining measures or sub- measures, the
TSD provided that results would be "diagnostic only," i.e., they would be reported without
reference to a standard.

To calculate these performance measures, CGE& Y used performance data reported by
Qwest, d'so known as " Qwest adhoc data,” that was verified and reconciled with data
independently collected by the Pseudo-CLEC. CGE&Y performed an extensive data
reconciliation to ensure that all records submitted by the Pseudo-CLEC were included in the
Qwest ad-hoc data. The results of this reconciliation can be found in Appendix L of this
report. Inaddition, CGE&Y performed independent cal culations with the data collected by
the Pseudo-CLEC to ensure that the key data el ements observed during testing matched
those contained in the Qwest adhoc data. The results of this analysis can be found in
CGE& Y’s Functionality Test Results Comparison (FTRC) Report. As previously discussed,
CGE&Y conducted an extensive PMA to verify and establish that once the data were
gathered, the results as reported by Qwest were compliant with the PID. The PMA validated
that Qwest’s code, as written, would gather the correct data, and once collected, Qwest was
accurately applying business rules and exclusions and, calculating and reporting measures as
agreed to by the parties. In addition, CGE& Y performed tasks such as ride-alongs with
Qwest technicians to validate the source data, where possible. The execution of the PMA
was a collaborative effort requiring the issuance of interim reports, which allowed all parties

Version 3.0 16



CAP GEMINI

ERNST & YOUNG Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

to review and approve the results. This process is discussed more extensively in CGE& Y’'s
Performance Measurement Audit - Final Report.

Test Activities

Execution of the Functionality Test portion of the Qwest Arizona OSS Test began in
December 2000. Every aspect of the test, from planning through execution, was
unprecedented in its openness; with TAG members provided every possible opportunity to
comment on virtually every phase of the test. This thorough and comprehensive test
included the execution of over 1700 service orders covering an extensive array of products
and services and was conducted in strict accordance with MTP and TSD requirements. This
test took more than six months to complete, during which time all parties were kept
informed of its progress. During the test, 232 IWOs were issued, evaluated and closed by
CGE&Y in accordance with Appendix | of the TSD.

A Functionality retest was conducted during the fall of 2001; this test was specifically
designed to test system and process improvements implemented by Qwest as a direct result
of the deficiencies that CGE&Y uncovered during the initial Functionality Test. Significant
issues identified during the Functionality Test, i.e., notifiers (FOCs, SOCs, Jeopardy, and
Reect notices) and Customer Service Record (CSR) updates, were addressed during retest.
Asintheinitia test, al parties were kept informed of testing progress and were provided
every opportunity to comment.

A supplemental Daily Usage File (DUF) evaluation and retest was conducted in the first
guarter of 2002, after Qwest added access records for Unbundled Network Elements
Platform (UNE-P) lines to the DUF reporting process in late 2001. CGE&Y specifically
focused on evaluating the accuracy and timeliness of DUF records during account
migrations from Retail to UNE-P and Retail to Resale.

Key Results and Findings

CGE&Y found that Qwest frequently used the Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) process to
communicate a Due Date Jeopardy, or a Reject message after receipt of aninitial FOC.
CGE&Y issued IWOs on Qwest’s FOC process. Qwest responded with a White Paper
detailing the FOC process. During the retest, CGE& Y validated that Qwest is providing
FOCsto CLECs in accordance with their published process. During the Functionality Test,
CGE&Y aso found that Qwest did not deliver a Service Order Completion (SOC) on
completed orders approximately 25% of thetime. CGE&Y issued IWOs for this deficiency,
and once Qwest instituted improvements, CGE& Y validated that this issue did not recur
during the retest period.

CGE&Y encountered numerous billing discrepancies during the Functionality Test. Qwest

responded that these discrepancies were primarily the result of human error and that training
was provided to the individuals and teams to prevent future occurrences. As aresult, Qwest
has implemented a system enhancement to reduce the likelihood of human error, and issued
internal communications to address these issues. With respect to the reporting of Daily
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Usage Records, CGE& Y found that ODUF (local and originating calls) records were
provided at 95% of expected records during the supplemental evaluation and at 75% during
theretest. CGE&Y found that ADUF (access) records were provided at 44% during the
initial evaluation and at 89% during the retest. During the retest, CGE& Y closed four IWOs
and evaluated the system fixes implemented by Qwest.

Following the Functionality Test, CGE&Y provided results for 221 individual performance
measurement product disaggregations. This included 55 disaggregations that reported on
pre-order related activities including the flow-through percentage, percentage and timeliness
of regjection notices, FOC timeliness, work and billing completion notification timeliness,
jeopardy intervals and timeliness. Of these disaggregations that were compared against the
parity or a benchmark standard, CGE& Y found that Pseudo-CLEC results were in disparity
with Qwest results or failed to meet the benchmark for only 3 disaggregations. CGE&Y
found that Qwest provided disparate service or failed to meet the benchmark standard for the
Pseudo- CLEC for manually returned rejection notices submitted via EDI, resale aggregate
FOCs returned manually for LSRs received via Electronic Data Interchange (EDI), and
timeliness of UNE-P jeopardy notifications. There were insufficient Pseudo-CLEC datato
make a definite statistical finding for 4 disaggregations where aggregated commercial CLEC
results were in disparity or failed to meet the benchmark. These disaggregations included
Loca Number Portability (LNP) FOCs submitted via EDI and returned manually, fully
manual LNP FOCs, failed flow-through LNP FOCs submitted via EDI, and non-designed
jeopardy notice interval. CGE&Y issued IWOs for these performance failures and validated
that Qwest ingtituted fixes to address the issues and/or performance had improved for the
retest period.

CGE& Y also reported performance results for 87 individual product disaggregations
relating to ordering and provisioning, including the percentage of installation commitments
met, the average installation interval, new installation quality, average delayed days,
coordinated hot cut interval, and the percentage of coordinated hot cuts completed on time.
CGE&Y found that Pseudo- CLEC results were in disparity with Qwest results or failed to
meet the benchmark for only 9 disaggregations for those disaggregations having an
established standard. CGE&Y found that Qwest provided disparate service or failed to meet
the benchmark standard for the Pseudo- CLEC for dispatched and non-dispatched residential
and designed Integrated Service Digital Network (ISDN) Basic Rate Service (BRS)
installation commitments met; installation intervals for dispatched business, nondispatched
Centrex, ISDN BRS, PBX, and UNE-P; and designed ISDN BRS installations. There were
insufficient Pseudo-CLEC data for a definite statistical finding for 4 disaggregations where
aggregated commercial CLEC results were in disparity or failed to meet the benchmark.
These disaggregations included LNP FOCs submitted via EDI and returned manually, fully
manual LNP FOCs, failed flow-through LNP FOCs submitted via EDI, and nondesigned
jeopardy notice interval. CGE&Y issued IWOs for these performance failures and validated
that Qwest had ingtituted fixes to address the issues and/or performance level improved
during the retest period.

CGE&Y also reported performance results for 75 individual product disaggregations
relating to M&R. Thisincluded the percentage of out-of-service troubles cleared within 24
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hours, the percentage of all troubles cleared within 48 hours, the percentage of designed
troubles cleared within 4 hours, the mean time to repair, the repair repeat report rate, the
trouble rate, the percentage of repair appointments met, and the percentage of customer
related trouble reports. Of these disaggregations that were compared against the standard,
CGE&Y found that Pseudo- CLEC results were in disparity with Qwest results or failed to
meet the benchmark for only 4 disaggregations. CGE& Y found that Qwest failed to meet
the established standard for the Pseudo- CLEC for non-dispatched UNE-P out-of-service
troubles cleared within 24 hours, nondispatched UNE-P mean time to restore, and
dispatched and non-dispatched UNE-P repair appointments met. CGE&Y issued IWOs for
these performance failures and validated that Qwest instituted fixes to address the issues
and/or Qwest’ s performance improved to acceptable levels during the retest period.

CGE&Y reported performance results for 4 billing measures, including time to provide
recorded usage records, invoices delivered within 10 days, bill accuracy, and bill
completeness. CGE&Y found that Pseudo-CLEC results failed to meet the applicable
standard for invoices delivered within 10 days. CGE&Y issued an IWO for this
performance failure and validated Qwest’s improvements regarding the issue.

Conclusions

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest provides sufficient electronic functions and manual
interfaces to allow competing carriers access to al of the necessary OSS functionsin
Arizona. Thisconclusion is supported by test activity; observations; performance results;
and system, procedural and metric improvements that Qwest has made in response to IWOs
generated during the Functionality Test. Qwest made hundreds of system, process, and
documentation improvements as a direct result of the OSS Test, PMA and Data
Reconciliation efforts.

As previously described, Qwest’s entire performance measurement reporting process has
undergone the most extensive and thorough audit of both the input data and Qwest’s
methods and procedures for gathering, calculating, reporting and applying business rules
exclusions of any other Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (ILEC) to date. This audit
concludes that Qwest’ s performance measurement reporting accurately reflects performance
observed by the Pseudo-CLEC and can be relied upon to determine the quality of service
Qwest providesto its CLEC customers. CGE&Y recommends that aggregated commercial
CLEC data be reviewed going forward to evaluate Qwest’ s future performance.

Retail Parity Evaluation (Section 3)

Test Scope

The purpose of the Retail Parity Evaluation (RPE) was to determine whether a CLEC
representative, using Qwest OSS, can provide a level of service and experienceto a CLEC
customer that is substantially the same in time and manner as that which a Qwest
representative can provide to a Qwest customer. The inclusion of a RPE is unique to the
Qwest Arizona OSS Test and is the only evaluation of its kind. The RPE was designed to
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further evaluate the relative experience that a CLEC representative provides to its customer.
The RPE design covered a period of February 2000 through August 2000. The execution of
the RPE covered a period from August 2000 to December 2001.

RPE test scripts were designed to limit the evaluation to areas of similarities between retail
and wholesale in submitting pre-order and order transactions. Test scripts were tested for
accuracy and approved by the TAG.

Test Activities

To achieve avalid comparison, identical test scenarios were simultaneously executed at both
Qwest (using its own retail systems) and the Pseudo-CLEC (using its interfaces to Qwest's
OSS) to determine if the experience of each was substantially the same. In order to make
the comparison identical, not only were the test scenarios identical but, the test accounts that
were used were identical in line type (POTS, ISDN, Centrex, Private Line, PBX), service
type (residence or business), features, and listings as well as being served from the same
geographical area within the same wire center. The scenarios included both pre-order
information (e.g., Address Validation, Telephone Number Availability) and the actual
submission of orders. The RPE covered two types of CLEC interfaces. Interconnect
Mediated Access — Graphical User Interface (IMA-GUI) and IMA-EDI. The extensive
evaluation included an in-depth comparison of a CLEC's ability to process pre-order queries
and submit L SRs with the Qwest retail equivalent transactions, using Qwest internal OSS
interfaces. The M&R evaluation compared a CLEC's ability to perform M&R transactions
vialMA-GUI and Electronic Bonding- Trouble Administration (EB-TA) with the Qwest
retail equivalent transactions, using Qwest internal OSS interfaces.

Discussions during TAG meetings in the Spring of 2000 resulted in CGE& Y issuing a
White Paper titled “Variable Iterations’ to explain the two phases for the execution of the
RPE. During Phase 1, which was performed from late August thru mid October of 2000,
there were 44 paired test scripts executed and results evaluated. These results were used in
determining the number of test scripts to be executed during Phase 2. Phase 2 was
performed early in 2001 during which 96 paired test scripts were executed.

Asaresult of the RPE interim workshop, a Retail Parity re-evaluation was conducted in the
fall of 2001. This evaluation addressed specific areas of concern raised by the parties. The
major issues addressed included the number of fields and steps required to enter an order,
pre-order response times, pre-order to order integration, and reservation of vanity Telephone
Numbers (TNs) and large blocks of TNs. To re-evaluate these issues, 28 paired test scripts
were executed as well as using a select group of test script results that were executed during
the Functionality retest. The results of the reevaluation subsequently led to the closure of 3
IWOs.

Key Results and Findings

IMA-GUI Pre-Order/Order: CGE&Y found that the experience of a CLEC service
representative performing pre-order and order transactions using the various available OSS
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interfaces was substantially the same to that of a Qwest service representative performing
similar activities using internal OSS interfaces.

IMA-GUI M&R: CGE&Y found that the M&R functionality provided to CLEC service
representatives was substantially the same as that provided to Qwest’s own retail service
representatives. Subsequent to the RPE, IMA-GUI M&R was replaced by Customer
Electronic Maintenance and Repair (CEMR). Test results of CEMR functionality are
included in the Functionality Test section of this report.

EDI Pre-Order/Order: CGE&Y found that the quality and quantity of information obtained
through EDI pre-order queries were substantially the same for the CLEC service
representative as that obtained by the Qwest service representative through similar queries,
and that the overall experience in submitting an order was aso substantially the same for
both.

EB-TA M&R: CGE&Y found that the quality and quantity of information obtained through
EB- TA M&R transactions were substantially the same for the CLEC service representative
as that obtained by the Qwest service representative through similar transactions, and that
the overall experience in performing the various M&R transactions was also substantially
the same for both.

Conclusions

As stated in the MTP, the purpose of the RPE is “to determine whether a CLEC
representative, using a Qwest OSS interface, can provide service in substantially the same
time and manner as the service that a Qwest representative provides.” In analyzing the
results of Phase 1 and 2 of the RPE as well as the results of the re-evaluation, CGE& Y
concludes that the experience of a CLEC service representative using the various available
OSS interfaces is substantially the same to that of a Qwest service representative performing
similar activities using internal OSS interfaces. CGE& Y aso concludes that Qwest provides
CLECs with substantially the same access to its OSS for the purposes of initiating service
requests and M&R trouble transactions. CGE& Y further concludes that the OSS access that
Qwest provides to CLECs for the purposes of initiating service requests and M&R trouble
transactions does not negatively impact the customer experience as any time differences
observed between retail and wholesale would be transparent to a customer while
communicating with the representative. These conclusions were based on a combination of
qualitative, quantitative, and timeliness results, as well as observations and statistical
analysis to determine the overall experience of a CLEC service representative as compared
to a Qwest service representative performing similar activities.

Capacity Test (Section 4)

Test Scope
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The Capacity Test was comprised of three components. a System Capacity Test, which
consisted of arobust 12- month volume test and stress test, a complete System Scalability
review, and a thorough Staff Scalability review.

The purpose of the System Capacity Test was to determine whether Qwest’s OSS and
processes can handle both current as well as projected commercial volumes of pre-order and
order transactions, all while meeting established benchmarks intended to evaluate levels of
performance. The benchmarks evaluated during the Capacity Test were pre-order response
times and FOC response times. The Capacity Test was conducted in the summer of 2001
using forecasted CLEC volumes for the summer of 2002. The systems were stressed with
significantly higher volumes to determine their performance under such conditions.

The purpose of the System Scalability review was to evaluate Qwest’ s procedures for
capacity expansion to determine if adequate procedures were in place for scaling Qwest’s
systems to provide sufficient capacity to handle future CLEC loads.

The purpose of the Staff Scalability review was to determine if Qwest had the ability to
increase the number of personnel available to meet unexpected demand.

Test Activities

A Capacity Subcommittee was formed in February 2000 as a subgroup of the Arizona TAG
to address the technical issues associated with the Capacity Test. This committee met more
than 30 times during this engagement, affording members every opportunity to provide input
to the process. One of the tasks of the Capacity Subcommittee was to recommend order
volumes for the test. Qwest provided the subcommittee a forecast of the projected CLEC
volumes by product type and by state. The subcommittee reviewed the data, and with full
CLEC participation, reached a consensus on the order volume to be used in the test. These
volumes included projected demand for the entire Qwest 14-state region. After preparation
activities for the test were complete, five separate Operational Readiness Tests (ORTS) were
performed to ensure that all test orders would flow through as anticipated.

An automated order generator was utilized for the capacity and stresstests. A volume of
orders equa to the 12-month projected commercial volumes was used for the capacity test.
During the 12- month test, more than 21,500 pre-order transactions and 4,300 orders were
successfully processed. For the stress test, a busy hour volume of transactions equal to
220% of that used for the capacity test busy hour was used.

The System Scalability review included the evaluation of Qwest’s procedures for capacity
expansion to determine if adequate procedures are in place for scaling Qwest’s systems to
provide sufficient capacity to handle future CLEC loads. This review was conducted by
evaluating the backup plans, disaster recovery plans and other procedures that guide Qwest’s
staff in executing the OSS interface capacity planning.

The Staff Scalability review evaluated whether Qwest’ s staff planning process was sufficient
in terms of the number of staff, the facilities in which to house the staff and the training
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necessary to bring new personnel up to the required level of productivity. CGE&Y

reviewed Qwest’s support center workforce devel opment modeling procedures and the link
between future volume projections and workforce modeling procedures. Support centers
were evaluated for their ability to respond to increased workloads and to provide adequate
resources to handle the manual processing of nonflow-through LSRs. Contingency plans to
meet unforeseen increases in order volume, and Qwest’ s disaster recovery plans to ensure
continued CLEC support were also evaluated. The ability of Qwest’s recruiting and training
programs to provide staff with the necessary skills to perform manual support functions was
also reviewed by CGE& Y.

Key Results and Findings

CGE&Y found that the 12- month forecasted volume for pre-order queries transmitted to
Qwest’ s OSS was processed within the benchmarks required by the PID, Version 6.3. The
pre-order performance results were within the benchmarks for each query type. The FOC
performance results obtained from the 12- month capacity test were also well within the
benchmarks required by the PID. During the stress test, the level of performance for
receiving pre-order responses from Qwest’ s OSS began to deteriorate with loads in excess
of 220% of the 12-month forecasted volume. This volume exceeded the test plan
requirement of 150%. The stress test results were within the PID benchmarks until the
150% stress test criteria was exceeded.

CGE&Y found that procedures to adequately track OSS loads and capacities are in place
and are actively being utilized. Procedures for forecasting future OSS |oads are adequately
maintained and followed by Qwest’s systems staff. Processes are in place and actively
followed for managing and providing the necessary Central Processing Unit (CPU), memory
and data storage requirements for OSS computer growth. Qwest has adequate procedures in
place to guide its staff in executing OSS interface capacity planning. Qwest has adequate
system disaster recovery plansin place, but does not perform live tests of these plans at this
time,

CGE&Y found that Qwest has a sufficient staff scalability development model in place to
support the CLEC needs. Volume contingency plans exist to meet potential dramatic
increases in CLEC order volumes and are available to Qwest’s staff. Disaster recovery
plans are well defined to ensure continued operations are in place and maintained.
Recruiting and training programs to provide for competent staff with the necessary skillsto
adequately process CLEC orders are sufficiently documented.

Conclusions

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest’s OSS are capable of processing forecasted volumes up to 12
months in the future while maintaining alevel of performance well within the established
benchmarks. CGE&Y also concludes that for System Scalability, Qwest has well
documented processes and procedures in place to maintain system capacity sufficient to
meet projected future loads. Finally, CGE&Y concludes that for Staff Scalability, Qwest
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maintains adequate forecasting procedures to identify the need for additional work force
within a sufficient time frame that allows for appropriate training and placement.

Relationship Management Evaluation (Section 5)

Test Scope

The purpose of the Relationship Management Evaluation, as directed by the MTP, was to
evaluate how Qwest manages its relationship with its CLEC customers. Thisincluded all
facets of Qwest’ s business processes, procedures, communications and communication
methods that involve interaction with, or were created for the use of, the CLEC community.
In its execution of the Relationship Management Evaluation, CGE& Y was required to draw
conclusions as to the ease of doing business with Qwest asit pertains to entering into an
Interconnection Agreement (ICA), connecting with Qwest’s OSS, training provided to
CLEC customers, quality of Qwest’s online documentation, and Qwest’ s responsiveness to
the CLECS needs.

All aspects of the business model for Qwest’s interaction with CLECs were regularly and
repeatedly scrutinized for process and content improvements. The Relationship
Management Evaluation began in May of 2000 and ended in April of 2002 with an
evaluation of Qwest’s redesign of their Change Management Process (CMP). Results of
that evaluation can be found in CGE& Y’ s report, Qwest Change Management Process
Redesign Evaluation, v5.0.

Test Activities

CGE&Y began its evaluation by extensively reviewing documentation relating to each of
the evaluated areas. Documentation for the evaluation was obtained from al available
sources, including the Qwest website, the Pseudo-CLEC through its account management
team, Qwest’ s technical publications source, and through the Data Request (DR) process
established for this Arizona 8271 proceeding. CGE&Y carefully observed many of the
processes discussed in this evaluation. These observations were primarily accomplished by
monitoring Qwest’s interactions with the Pseudo-CLEC. CGE&Y aso made observations
during its participation in Co-Provider Industry Change Management Process (CICMP) and
CMP meetings and focus discussions, participation in Qwest’s Release Notification process,
attendance at various Qwest wholesale training classes, and through meetings with Qwest
personnel involved in the various processes. In accordance with TSD requirements,
CGE&Y conducted interviews with various members of the CLEC community to collect
information about their experiences in dealing with Qwest. CGE&Y also corducted in
person interviews with Qwest personnel representing the CLEC account establishment,
account management, EDI/IMA interface development, and the CMP. CGE&Y also sent
guestionnaires electronically to CLECs that conduct business or intend to conduct business
in the state of Arizona. The questionnaires were used to collect additional information from
the CLECs about their overall experiences in dealing with Qwest.

Key Results and Findings
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CGE&Y found that while the account establishment process was satisfactory, the Qwest
Product Catalog (PCAT) initially contained erroneous, inconsistent, and confusing
information regarding CLEC account establishment, products available for resale, and
UNESs. In addition, many areas of the Qwest wholesale website contained out-of-date
information. CGE&Y also found that Qwest did not have a coherent process for controlling
the overall content of its wholesale website. Using the IWO process, CGE& Y brought these
deficiencies to Qwest’ s attention and provided an opportunity to address them and make the
necessary improvements. Qwest’s website has now been thoroughly redesigned, the content
completely updated, and a comprehensive system of content review, editing, and updating
put in place. Qwest has also instituted version control to much of its wholesale web content,
and has placed portions of it under the control of the CMP.

CGE&Y found that while the account management processes were sufficient, Qwest’s
contract amendment process appeared to be inconsistently followed. This finding was based
upon experiences of the Pseudo-CLEC in the Arizona 8271 proceeding and the feedback
received from CLECs during the Relationship Management Evaluation. In addition, the
trouble ticket handling procedures used by Qwest’s various CLEC-facing help desks
appeared to be inconsistently followed, based upon the feedback received from CLECsand
experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC during the Relationship Management Evaluation. Also,
responses to CLEC account inquiries, particularly those dealing with billing-related issues,
were not consistently provided in a prompt manner. Using the IWO process, CGE& Y
brought these deficiencies to Qwest’s attention providing an opportunity to address them
and make necessary improvements. Qwest has established a service manager function to
work in conjunction with the account manager function to provide CLECs with a Qwest
contact to handle service-related issues, thus freeing up account managers to concentrate on
account-related support. Qwest’s CMP has become the forum where CLECs can address
many of the issues that previously were brought to the attention of account/service
managers.

Through attendance in Qwest’ s training courses, CGE& Y found that Qwest’s CLEC training
program initially consisted of only two instructor-led classes and an insufficient number of
self-paced online training courses. CGE& Y issued two IWOs to address these deficiencies.
Qwest implemented a new training program in 2001 containing significant improvements.
Qwest completely revamped their CLEC training, adding many new classes resulting in a
more robust training syllabus. Qwest also added an interactive/hands-on course on IMA-
GUI which significantly enhances the training experience. Upon attending and evaluating
these courses, and soliciting feedback from other CLEC attendees, CGE& Y was able to
close these IWOs.

CGE&Y initially found that Qwest lacked an EDI testing environment that mirrored its
production environment. Qwest’s testing process imposed stringent restrictions on the
CLECs and required tight coordination of order submission. CGE&Y issued an IWO to
address this deficiency, and a Stand Alone Test Environment (SATE) was subsequently
developed in August 2001. CGE&Y made no formal evaluation of the SATE as part of its
Arizona 8271 evauation of Qwest’s OSS. This evaluation was conducted by HP, and can
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be found in their SATE Summary Evaluation Report. CGE& Y found that Qwest’s interface
development processes, apart from the initial issue of the testing environment, were sound
and followed standard software development lifecycle and project management

methodol ogies.

CGE&Y found that Qwest’s original CICMP process was not a truly collaborative process
for effecting changes to the various interfaces. CGE&Y also found that Qwest's CICMP did
not provide CLECs with an opportunity to present Change Requests (CRs) and have them
evaluated, approved, and prioritized in a reasonable length of time. In addition, CGE&Y
found that while Release Natifications were found to be very prompt in most respects,
Qwest’s “final” EDI design documentation was released to the CLECs an average of 21
days before an upcoming release, compared to the industry standard 45-day interval.
CGE& Y issued three IWOs to address these deficiencies.

During the course of this evaluation a second CICMP was chartered to specifically handle
product and process CRs. While these changes represented an improvement over what had
preceded them, CGE& Y found Qwest’s CICMP to be deficient in some areas. In June 2001
Qwest began an initiative to comprehensively redesign the CICMP process, and changed the
name to CMP. The redesign was intended to be consistent with industry standards and to
apply the same processes employed by RBOCs that had already been granted 8271 approval.
This redesign process is a collaborative effort between Qwest and those CLECs named to
the redesign “core team” and uses Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF) Issue 2233 as its
basis. Theredesignisstill in progress. For more detailed information ard evaluation of the
redesign of Qwest’s CMP see CGE& Y’ s report, Qwest Change Management Process
Redesign Evaluation, v5.0.

Conclusions

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest’s CLEC account establishment processes are sufficient.
During the course of the evaluation, Qwest has continued its efforts to improve its processes
and the quality of information available to the CLEC community related to account
establishment.

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest’s current account management processes are sufficient,
although the original processes appeared to require reinforcement and/or improvement based
on the many negative comments received from CLECs on this subject. Throughout the
course of the evaluation, CGE& Y was able to track improvements to many of these
ProCesses.

CGE&Y concludes that Qwest’ s interface development process is sufficient. Feedback from
CLECs was positive regarding the knowledge of the staff and the project management
processes Qwest uses to manage individual CLEC development efforts.

CGE& Y concludes that the online documentation available to CLECs is sufficient and has
been vastly improved over the course of the Arizona 8271 Test. CGE&Y finds that
sufficient content exists, in awell organized manner, for a CLEC to find all information
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required to conduct business activities with Qwest. This information is being continuously
refined, and in the future much of it will fall under the aegis of Qwest's CMP.

A complete redesign of CICMP to a new Qwest CMP isin progress. The new CMPisa
collaborative process that is addressing many of the previoudy identified deficiencies.

Due in part to the extensive nature and duration of the Qwest Arizona OSS test, many
improvements have aready been implemented by Qwest. Many of these improvements
were based on deficiercies that CGE& Y identified during testing, which were documented
in IWOs. Qwest has corrected dozens of system problems and processing errors, and
various process improvements have also been implemented. Qwest’s overall documentation
has improved dramatically, and their wholesale website (where CLECs get information) has
been completely re-engineered. The training program has been redesigned. A complete
redesign of Qwest’s CMPisin progress. Furthermore, as aresult of the PMA, many PID
improvements have been implemented.

Recommendations

Although CGE& Y finds, based on its testing and evaluation of Qwest's OSS, that Qwest
meets the applicable standards established for the test, CGE& Y has observed areas outside
those standards that may be helpful to the ACC in its continuing review of Qwest's
wholesale performance. While CGE&Y does not believe that implementation of any of
these recommendations is required to meet the test standards, it has developed the following
list of recommendations based on its observations during the conduct of the test.

These recommendations are intended to indicate areas of improvement that could benefit all
parties. Theinclusion of recommendations in this report does not suggest that there exists
inherent deficiencies or defects not already identified during the conduct of the test.

Item Description

1. | CGE&Y recommends that independent audits be conducted on all measures, based on a
quarterly schedule, to ensure the continued accuracy of Qwest’s performance measurement
reporting on existing and new products. Thisrecommendation is supported by three IWOs
created during the Performance Measurement Audit (AZIW02056, AZIW02072, and
AZIWO3006).

2. | Qwest should develop a process to seek and receive approval from a CLEC before
performing any changes to a CLEC-owned account. Currently, Qwest-initiated activities are
shown as“ Completions” on aLoss and Completion Report, but little detail is provided,
causing undue confusion. Implementation of this recommendation may provide an
opportunity for Qwest to improve the quality and value of the Loss and Completion Report
that Qwest providesto CLECs. Notification to a CLEC indicating that Qwest-initiated
changes have been made would potentially facilitate the reconciliation of the Loss and
Completion Report. This recommendation was developed to address the issue of late
notification of order completion on the Loss and Completion Report, and is discussed
further in AZIWO2115. Thisissueis an appropriate candidate for review by the CMP.
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Item Description

3. | CGE&Y recommends that Qwest explore the inclusion of additional edits of CLEC L SRs,
within the Business Process Layer (BPL) of the gateway systems, prior to issuance of a
FOC. Thisrecommendation suggests that increased edits in Qwest gateway OSS would
likely result in lowered initial L SR rejection rates, improved CLEC order processing, and
the reduction of rejects after aFOC. Thisissue wasinitially discussed in AZIW02116, and
Qwest hasimplemented improvements.

4. | CGE&Y recommends that when Qwest introduces a new product or service that could
impact a CLEC account, the appropriate OSS and process changes are communicated to the
appropriate Qwest departments or workcenters. This recommendation suggests that Qwest
implement process improvements that would result in a more efficient update of system
tables and better communication to work centers which would help ensure efficient
processing of CLEC orders. Thisissueisdiscussed in AZIWO1134, which allows CLECs
to take advantage of new and revised product offerings more expeditiously. Itisalso
discussed in AZIWQO1127, which refers to software changes that were outside of a
scheduled IMA release that were not communicated to the CLECs.

5. | CGE&Y recommendsthat, through the CMP, Qwest inprove the timeliness of record
updates from Qwest’ s provisioning systems to the various downstream OSS in regard to
customer conversions wherever such improvements have not already been put in place.
Delaysin downstream record updates can potentially add additional stepsto CLECS
business processes. This recommendation is based on AZIW02060, which is discussed on
page 77 of thisreport.

6. | CGE&Y recommends that, through the CMP, Qwest consider the following process
improvements:

Provide the CLECs with a complete listing of the services and features on any
CLEC-initiated order, as entered in Qwest’s Service Order Processor (SOP). This
recommendation should apply for any CLEC order type, whether flow-through or
non-flow-through. Thisrecap should include information such as Universal
Service Order Codes (USOCs), Field Identifiers (FIDs), Hunting Sequence, etc.
This suggestion calls for the Service and Equipment (S& E) section of the Service
Order to be returned to the CLEC as entered in the Qwest SOP. Thisis currently
under evaluation by the CMP forum.

Explore and develop an automated process that would allow CLECsto view the
status of service ordersinitiated by Qwest on CLEC-owned accounts. This
recommendation suggests that CLECs be provided with the opportunity to view
orders, determine the status of orders, and monitor the progress of those orders
through the Qwest OSS so that CLECs can more effectively support the needs of
their end users.

Continue to improve the Service Interval Guide (SIG) to provide clearer and more
detailed information for CLECs on disconnect intervals, and to make the
information easier to locate on the Qwest wholesale website.

7. | CGE&Y recommends that Qwest provide CLECs a 45-calendar-day advance notice of final
EDI design documentation. Thisrecommendation simply suggests that Qwest conform to
the timelines for issuance of EDI design documents, as presented by the CM P Redesign
Team. The basis for this recommendation can be found in Section 5.6.4 of the Relationship
M anagement Eval uation section of this report.
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Item Description

8. | CGE&Y recommends that Qwest update their wholesale website with clear standards and
business rules pertaining to CLECs' use of the FOC. These standards/business rules should
clearly articulate how a CLEC isto differentiate between FOC, Jeopardy notice, Reject
notices, and any/all other notifiers. CGE&Y also recommends that Qwest publish standard
error-handling information and provide it to CLECs on the wholesale website in atable
format. Thiswould include more detailed information on Non-Fatal and Fatal errors,
making the wholesale website a more detailed and compl ete reference point for CLECs.
Although the Qwest White Paper, “Firm Order Confirmation Evaluation Results,” dated
August 6, 2001 provides guidance, the continued development of reference material to assist
the CLECs in distinguishing and preventing errors would benefit all parties. The issue of
distinguishing error messages is also discussed in the Arizona 8271 Performance Indicator
Definitions (PID) Data Elements Summary Report (see Appendix R of this Final Report),
specifically in the HP Missing Functionality Data Elements Spreadsheet.

9. | CGE&Y recommends that Qwest improve the process for CLECsto reserve large blocks of
TNs. Thereservation of large blocks of TNsis currently a manual process for CLECs. A
process improvement, through mechanization or other means, would be most beneficial to
CLECswhen servicing business customers. The basisfor this recommendation is discussed
in Section 3.1.4.3 of the Retail Parity Evaluation section of this report (see #6 in the table),
and in Data Request 192.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Rolesand Responsibilities

1.1.1 Arizona Corporation Commission

The Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) oversaw the test effort. It had the
following responsibilities:

Provided overal project management

Owned the Master Test Plan (MTP)

Created the testing implementation timeline

Appointed a Technical Advisor to act as liaison between the ACC and the
test entities

Appointed a Test Administrator/Manager to manage the test activities
Appointed a Test Generator to develop the testing interfaces and conduct
related activities

Reviewed and approved the Final Report template prepared by the Test
Administrator/Manager

1.1.2 Test Administrator

Cap Gemini Telecom Media & Networks U.S,, Inc. d/b/a Cap Gemini Ernst &
Young (CGE&Y), functioning in the capacity of Test Administrator, had the
following responsibilities:

In coordination with the ACC and Doherty and Company, Inc. (DCI),
established the draft and final MTP, including development and/or validation

of:

Functionality Test coverage and scenarios
Retail Parity Evaluation coverage and scenarios
Capacity Test coverage and scenarios

Change Management methods and processes
Scalability of Qwest interfaces

Established the draft and final Test Standards Document (TSD) in
collaboration with the ACC, DCI and the Test Advisory Group (TAG)
Ensured that Qwest was following established business rules, and accurately
collecting data and computing performance measurement results

Prepared test planning schedule, test execution schedule and overall project
schedule

Monitored test sites and activities, the test planning schedule, test execution
schedule, overall project schedule and baseline documents

Tracked testing action items
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Assigned accountabilities and tracked resolution of issues/problems
identified

Collected test status from Qwest, Pseudo-CLEC and participating
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECS) and reported status to the
ACC

Provided day-to-day supervision of the test program, including supervision
of Friendlies

Analyzed test results

Submitted a report of results and evaluations to the ACC, explicitly
describing results of each of the five tests (e.g., functionality, capacity) and
the evaluations for each, as well as overall results and overall evaluation
Provided technical advice to all test participants

Ensured, along with the TAG, that testing was conducted in such away asto
maintain blindness to Qwest

Maintained the level of opennessin its contacts with Qwest specified in
Appendix F of the MTP, and submitted reports of itsincidental contacts with
Qwest to the TAG and ACC on a bi-monthly basis

Test Generator

Hewlett-Packard (HP), functioning as the Test Generator, assumed the role of
Pseudo-CLEC. The Pseudo-CLEC had the same roles and responsibilities as an
operating CLEC, including obtaining Qwest certification of its transaction
generator software to function with Qwest's OSS before testing began.

Technical Advisor

The Technical Advisor to the ACC, Doherty and Company, Inc. (DCI), had the
following responsibilities:

Acted with/for the ACC, and in coordination with the Test Administrator, to
establish the draft and final MTP

Provided counseal and technical support to the ACC throughout the testing
process

Maintained communications among all interested parties and managed the
flow of information among parties as directed or approved by the
Commission staff

Apprised the third party Test Administrator and the ACC staff of
communications and any conclusions reached with all partiesor TAG
participants on aweekly basis

Assisted the ACC in overseeing the test process and in evaluating test results
and recommendations

Qwest
Qwest, in the position of Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (ILEC), provided
assistance with provisioning of pseudo test accounts, and order processing and

provisioning. Qwest also provided Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) for
consulting and support during test planning, preparation, execution, and analysis
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and for establishing the Friendly accounts. Qwest's systems, operations, and
processes were the focus of the test.

End Users/Friendlies

End Users (“Friendlies’) were recruited and managed by CGE&Y to participate
in functionality testing. Friendlies provided the physical locations to install test
lines and performed specific test calls as directed by CGE& Y. Friendlies were
used in Resale, Unbundled Network Element — Platform (UNE-P), Unbundled
Network Element — Loop (UNE-L), UNE-L with Local Number Portability
(LNP), and LNP tests. Friendlies enhanced the test effort by providing real-life
customer input.

Participating CLECs

Three CLECs participated in the test to provide the supporting activities and or
facilities required during the test that could not be provided by the Pseudo-
CLEC arrangement. AT&T provided assistance with UNE-L and LNP
provisioning and testing; WorldCom supported the submission and data
collection of trouble tickets via Electronic Bonding — Trouble Administration
(EB-TA) on Pseudo-CLEC accounts, COVAD entered CGE& Y test orders for
line sharing, and provisioned and tested Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) on the
installed lines.

Technical Advisory Group
The TAG had the following responsibilities:

Conducted bi- monthly and event related conferences, either by in-person
meetings or teleconferences, to inform all participants of testing progress
and status

Periodically reviewed test results and offered advice, observations and
provided input to the test process

Facilitated CLEC participation in the test process

Participated in the Change Management process

Reviewed instances of reported exceptions and other issues as they arose;
attempted to resolve by consensus

As necessary, escalated exceptions to the ACC for decisions on whether or
not to retest

As necessary, escalated unresolved issues to the ACC for decisions
Accepted participant input on any matters related to testing, directed that
input to the cognizant parties and, as necessary, processed as described in the
preceding bullet points

Through the Test Administrator, monitored test plans to ensure, as much as
practical, that Qwest remained blind to the test process

Adopted a Change Control Process that was applied for the MTP including
the Performance Indicator Definitions (PID) and the TSD
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1.1.9 Governing Documents

This test was governed by two primary documents: the MTP and the TSD. The
MTP set forth the approach, scope and focus, timeline, roles and responsibilities,
testing phases (planning, preparation, execution, and analysis/reporting), and all
associated required activities for the testing of the CLEC access that Qwest
provided to its OSS. The TSD was created to describe how the §271 OSS tests
and evaluations would be executed. The TSD contained a test approach and
detailed test procedures and criteria, including entrance and exit criteria. The
TSD was finalized through the collaborative TAG process, which enabled the
CLECsto identify their specific testing needs and concerns, and provided them
an opportunity to offer significant input to the testing.

The MTP and TSD were created based on certain assumptions that did not
always prove to be valid as the test was conducted. In those situations,
CGE&Y, working with the ACC, DCI, and the TAG, conducted the test
consistent with the purposes of the documents.

Some processes were developed and implemented in addition to the process
documents required by the TSD. Examples are:

Test Exception

Incidental Contact Report (ICR)
Impasse

Communication

Data Request (DR)
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2. Functionality Test
I ntroduction

The purpose of the Functionality Test was to determine whether the ILEC has developed
sufficient electronic functions and manual interfaces to allow competing carriers equivalent
access to all of the necessary OSS functions. In short, the purpose of functiordlity testing is
to determine the extent to which Qwest’s OSS provide operational functionality to CLECs
and to report on certain OSS performance indicators.

This report summarizes the activities conducted during the Functionality Test of the Qwest

OSS and the associated performance measurements derived from the test data. This testing
and evaluation was performed on the following OSS functions, and the results can be found
in the corresponding sections:

Pre-Ordering (Section 2.1 and 2.5.4.1)

Ordering ard Provisioning (Section 2.2 and 2.5.4.1)
Maintenance and Repair (M&R) (Section 2.3 and 2.5.4.1)
Billing (Section 2.4 and 2.5.4.1)

Performance M easurement (Section 2.5)

Approach - Overall

The Functionality Test approach used end-to-end processing of Local Service Requests
(LSRs) to evaluate Qwest’s OSS and processes, from pre-order through billing. The
Functionality Test was conducted in a production environment from December 2000
through June 2001 in accordance with Section 4 of the MTP and Section 3 of the TSD. The
scenarios tested were designed to replicate a mix of resale and Unbundled Network
Elements (UNE) order activity for a start-up CLEC in the Qwest Arizona serving area. The
testing included Resale, UNE-P, UNE-L, LNP, and UNE-L with LNP. Businessand
residential orders were issued, encompassing new (install), conversion as specified, partial
migration, change, disconnect, and cancel activities. The quantities were developed in
accordance with Section 9 of the TSD.

The test generated data that were used in the statistical evaluation of performance
measurements defined in the Arizona Service PID, Version 6.3 (PID 6.3) dated May 1,
2001. The PID defines key performance indicators for wholesale order activity to measure
Qwest’s performance. CGE&Y evaluated the same performance measurements for Qwest
retail and aggregate CLEC during the same time period as the test data.

A retest matrix® was developed and presented to the TAG in accordance with Appendix | of
the TSD. The matrix contained scenarios to test Qwest’s solutions of 24 Incident Work

2 CGE&Y ArchiveFile: FT #12— Retest Matrix
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Orders (IWOs). From the scenarios 171 test cases were developed.® The results of the retest
were used to close the IWOs as appropriate.

Interactions Between Test Participants
The interactions between ted participants are described in Figure 2a below. Additional

details on these interactions can be found throughout the Functionality Test section of this
report.

® CGE& Y Archive File: FT #10— Retest Accounts and FT#11 — Retest Tracking Log Spreadsheet
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Figure 2a
Interactions During Arizona 271 OSS Test Setup and Execution
CGE&Y Pseudo-CLEC Participating Qwest
(Test Administrator) (Test Generator) CLEC

‘
< a) Pseudo Accounts
|
b) Request Facilities >
|
< c) Provide Collocations
|
d) Request Pre-Provisioning >
|
< e) Complete Pre-Provisioning

f) Test Scripts >
g) Pre-Order Queries >

< h) Query Responses
i) Order Entry >
< j) FOC Returned

k) Provisioning Request Form >
< 1) Provisioning and SOC

< m) Test Results
< n) Log Update

Description of Interaction Points between Participarts:

a) Qwest created pseudo accounts (described in this section)

b) CGE&Y requested collocation facilities from the participating CLEC (described in this
section)

c) Participating CLEC identified available collocations (Appendix F, Interface Process)

d) CGE&Y requested pre-provisioning based on test scenarios (Appendix F, Interface
Process)

e) Participating CLECs completed pre-provisioning of facilities (Appendix F, Interface
Process)
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f) CGE&Y sent test scriptsto Pseudo-CLEC (Section 2.2.3, Process)

g Pseudo-CLEC issued pre-order queries to Qwest (Section 2.1.3, Process)

h) Query responses returned by Qwest (Section 2.1.3, Process)

i) Pseudo-CLEC issued orders to Qwest (Section 2.2.3, Process)

j) Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) returned by Qwest (Section 2.2.3, Process)

k) CGE&Y sent Provisioning Request Form (PRF) to participating CLEC (Section 2.2.3,
Process)

[) Qwest provisioned order and returned Service Order Completion (SOC) (Section 2.2.2,
Scope)

m) Participating CLEC returned test results (Section 2.2.2, Scope)

n) Pseudo-CLEC updated tracking log (Section 2.2.3, Process)

Pretest Approach

Test preparation required extensive planning and coordination between CGE&Y and the
other test participants. The following is a summary of the major tasks that took place prior
to the start of testing:

o Acquired friendly and pseudo accounts - CGE& Y developed a pool of 609 volunteer
end-users (Friendlies), in the state of Arizona who volunteered the use of their physical
locations to install test lines. TAG members recruited Friendlies on behaf of the Test
Administrator from their respective companies. In order to achieve the total test cases
required, Qwest created 956 pseudo accounts as record-only retail test accounts to
supplement test addresses provided by the Friendlies.

0 ldentified and classified friendly and pseudo accounts - CGE& Y identified the
characteristics (e.g., business/residence, service location, availability of participating
CLEC collocation facilities, existing vs. additional service) of friendly and pseudo
accounts to facilitate the mapping of each to a particular test case.

o Obtained Letter of Authorization (LOA) - CGE&Y was required to send LOAS (see
Appendix 1) to each potential Friendly participating in the test. The signed LOAS
enabled CGE& Y to act as an agent to set up the Friendlies' lines for testing. CGE&Y
forwarded copies of the signed LOASs to the Pseudo-CLEC.

o Coordinated test activities with Pseudo-CLEC - CGE& Y coordinated the scheduling of
tests, communication of results, and escalation of issues with the Pseudo-CLEC.

o Created Test Information Packets for Friendlies - CGE& Y created information packets
containing:

Call Detail Log (see Appendix C)
Test Call Instructions (see Appendix D)
Unplanned Trouble Log (see Appendix E)

These information packets were delivered to the Friendly for each test line.
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0 Retrieved Customer Service Records (CSRs) and validated accounts — Initially, HP and
later CGE& Y retrieved the CSRs for each friendly and pseudo account via the Qwest
Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA)-Graphical User Interface (GUI). In order to
ensure that the requirements for each order and product type would be met, the status of
the service was validated for each account, using the CSR as a reference.

0 Created database for friendly and pseudo accounts - CGE& Y created a database
containing the necessary information to manage the friendly and pseudo accounts during
testing. The database contained information about friendly and pseudo accounts. The
information categories included names, telephone numbers, addresses,
business/residence type, collocation match status, and LOA status.

o Developed test cases— CGE& Y developed test cases from the scenarios outlined in
Attachment A of the MTP. Friendly and pseudo accounts may have one or more test
cases applied to each address; for example, new and change order, new and M&R, and
installation of multiple lines. The following sources of information were used to create
test cases:

> Friendly database for service address* — database including the specific information
for each Friendly (e.g., name, address, LOA)

> Test accounts spreadsheet® - spreadsheet including the account information from the
friendly database and the pseudo accounts built by Qwest

> Test case matrix to identify product activities to be tested® - spreadsheet listing the
scenario requirements from Appendix A of the MTP

> Collocation spreadsheet for cooperative loop testing” based on the Friendlies
collocation availability. This spreadsheet includes the participant collocation and
the available Connecting Facility Assignments (CFAS)

o Designed test cases to verify that:

» The Pseudo-CLEC and participating CLECs were able to perform the necessary pre-
order activities and to submit L SRs, and Qwest was successfully able to provision,
install and bill the requested service or facilities in an accurate and timely fashion.
Thisincluded a CLEC' s ability to track the progress of the L SRs through Qwest
systems.

» The Pseudo-CLEC was able to access M& R systems using Customer Electronic
Maintenance & Repair (CEMR), and the participating CLECs were able to access
M&R systems using EB-TA with test cases supplied by CGE& Y. Thisincluded the
ability to issue, track and close a trouble ticket.

4 CGE& Y ArchiveFile: FT #1 — Friendly Database

® CGE&Y ArchiveFile: FT #2 — Test Accounts Spreadsheet
6 CGE&Y Archive File: FT #3 —Test Case Matrix

" CGE&Y ArchiveFile: FT #4 — Collocation Spreadsheet
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o Mapped friendly and pseudo accounts to test cases - CGE& Y determined the most
efficient match of test scenarios for friendly and pseudo accounts and mapped them to
test cases based on their service location, also considering availability of collocation
facilities, and business/residence status. Friendlies without participating CLEC
collocation facilities were assigned to UNE-P and POTS (resale) test cases.

o Created test scripts— CGE& Y produced individual test scripts (see Appendix H) based
on the details of each test case. These scripts contained the necessary data to create an
LSR. The test scripts included the tracking number, basic scenario, features, Universal
Service Order Codes (USOCs), Directory Listing (DL) information and other pertinent
information necessary to execute the test.

The application of the test cases to test accounts and the development of the test scripts
required the following steps:

Retrieve Customer Service Record (CSR) viaIMA-GUI.

Match CSR to test accounts spreadsheet (TestAcctsxls).®

Organize test accounts by scenario requirements (TestCases.x|s).®

Screen the Friendlies' accounts for eligibility based on their location in the serving
area. In addition to the pre-ordering steps mentioned above (numbers 1 — 2), the
screening also included:

PODNRE

Matching addresses to participating CLEC collocation sites
Selecting residertial and business addresses per product type

5. Enter the information in the test accounts spreadsheet (e.g., basic scenario, feature

USOCs, DL information and any other pertinent information necessary to the test

process).

Enter the tracking number in the list in progress spreadsheet

(Tracking_# List_In_Progess.xls).°

Enter the tracking number and the scenario specifications in the "TestAccts.xls."™

Update the access database.

Generate and print the scripts (see Appendix H, Test Order Scripts).

0 After the order completes, enter the information in the Return Order Log
spreadsheet. '

o

These steps are detailed in the “ Order Execution Process’ (see Appendix J).

o Délivered test scripts to Pseudo-CLEC - CGE& Y printed and delivered test scriptsto the
Pseudo-CLEC. Test scripts were delivered on a daily basis and each test script was
recorded on the Return Order Log. 3

8 CGE&Y ArchiveFile: FT #2 — Test Accounts Spreacsheet

® CGE& Y ArchiveFile: FT #3 —Test Case Matrix

10 CGE& Y ArchiveFile: FT #5 —Tracking Number List In Progress Spreadsheet
1 CGE& Y ArchiveFile: FT #2 — Test Accounts Spreadsheet

12 CGE& Y ArchiveFile: FT #6 — Return Order Log Spreadsheet

13 CGE& Y ArchiveFile: FT #6 —Return Order Log Spreadsheet
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o Met friendly criteria - The following friendly criteria from Section 2.4 of the TSD were
met prior to commencing the test:

Criterion Completed
CGE&Y End-User Team developed Friendlies solicitation v
methods.
ACC reviewed solicitation method(s) and approved solicitation v
method(s) for Friendlies.
Solicitation of Friendlies were sent out by TAG Members v

within their organization via Email.

Potential Friendlies nominated themselves as volunteers by
responding to telephone numbers provided by the TA in the
initial contact letter. The TA contact numbers are voicemail
systems that were checked frequently. On the greeting the
potential volunteer was asked to leave their: Name, Address, v
Contact Telephone Numbers, and the best time to contact the
potential volunteer.

Friendlies were accepted by the CGE& Y End-User Team upon
receipt of the signed Letter of Authorization (LOA). v

Test lines are pre-provisioned at necessary Friendly locations. v

In addition to these pretest preparations, CGE& Y developed a questionnaire in accordance
with Section 8 of the TSD which was designed to assess the interaction between Qwest and
its CLEC wholesale customers in the areas of Network Design Requests (NDR), collocation
and interconnection trunking. The questionnaire was delivered to each of the participating
CLECs and included questions on the usability and completeness of procedures and
documents, adequacy of NDR, collocation forecast forms and order/provisioning processes
for interconnection trunking.

CGE& Y aso notified Qwest of test account activity so they could prevent database updates
on certain specia services, including the 911/E911, Operator Assistance (OA) and Directory
Assistance (DA) to avoid adverse impact of pseudo accounts (not Friendlies) on Qwest
downstream production outpuit.

Test Execution Approach

The manner in which CGE& Y conducted the Functionality Test was guided and directed by
the MTPand TSD. The MTP and TSD directed the testing into the pre-ordering,
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ordering/provisioning, M&R, billing and performance measures. Each of these areas are
described in this section.

The table below shows the products tested and the number of scenarios planned to meet the
sample size requirements specified in Section 9.2 of the TSD and the statistical approach
specified in Section 2.5 of this report:

Testing Scenarios Planned

UNE-Loop 140
Business POTS Install (Resale) 140
Business POTS Conversion (Resale) 140
Private Lines 50
ISDN —ADSL 50
UNE-P Rural 140
UNE-P Conversion 140
UNE-P Ingtall 140
Residential POTS Install (Resale) 140
Residential POTS Conversion (Resale) 140
Scenarios Outside the Product Matrix 47

Totals 1267

% Pre-ordering

Pre-ordering is the process by which CLECs query Qwest databases to verify or obtain the
information necessary to prepare and issue avalid LSR or Access Service Request (ASR)
and to retrieve information about the resources of Qwest.

In accordance with Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the M TP, the scope of the pre-order test was to
review the following transactions:

CSR query that alows the CLEC to view an end-user’s current service record

Address Verification query that allows the CLEC to verify service address information,
asregistered in Qwest's service areas

Reserve Telephone Number (TN) function that allows the CLEC to reserve one or more
TNsat averified address

Service and Feature Availability query that allows the CLEC to retrieve alist of services
and features available on Qwest's serving switch for the verified service address and as
allowed by the CLEC's interconnection contract

Appointment Scheduler functionality that allows the CLEC to view available dates and
appointment times for dispatch of field technicians

Facility Availability query that allows the CLEC to view whether facilities are available
at the verified address, whether dispatch is required for connection of new lines and, if
applicable, notification of possible held orders
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Loop Qualifications query which provides characteristics of the loop (e.g., length,
loading) for designed circuits

Additionally, the pre-order process verifies appropriateness and timeliness of reject
messages as well as a successful connection to the pre-order system. CGE&Y evauated the
pre-ordering process by monitoring and documenting the submission of pre-order queries
performed in preparation for defined test cases.

¢+ Ordering/Provisioning
Ordering is the process that CLECs use to format and issue L SRs or ASRs to Qwest.

Provisioning consists of the OSS that Qwest usesto install the service or facility ordered, or
otherwise implement the CLEC order.

As described in Section 3.7.5.1 of the TSD, the scope of the Functionality Test for ordering
and provisioning activities encompassed the following:

Testing of Qwest's interfaces and order entry systems to validate the ability to receive

L SRs via Electronic Data Interchange (EDI), IMA-GUI and FAX as prescribed in the
MTP

Transmission of multiple order types by the Pseudo- CLEC to Qwest, including new
installation, conversion as specified, conversion as is, change, suspend, restore,
disconnect, cancellation (supp-to-cancel) orders and 911/DA database updates as
required

Qwest’s transmission of acknowledgements (EDI), rejects, jeopardy natifications, FOCs,
and SOCs to the Pseudo-CLEC

Validation that each order was provisioned as specified in the order

Processing of flow-through and non flow-through orders (i.e., those accepted by the
Service Order Processor (SOP) and those needing human intervention in order to create
the internal Qwest service orders)

Periodic reports of daily test activity including:

Number of tests run to date by category

Tests passed to date by category

Tests failed to date by category

Incidents recorded to date

Testing incident resolutions received to date (via Performance Acceptance
Certificates (PACs) from Qwest)

Retests performed on PACs to date

Passed retests and failed retests (orders till in progress were not included on the
reports, but were tracked)

For coordinated requests, determination if Qwest contacted the Pseudo-CLEC at the
appropriate times and provided the appropriate information
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CGE& Y evauated the ordering and provisioning process by monitoring and documenting
the issuance of orders by the Pseudo-CLEC.

¢ Maintenance and Repair

M&R is the function whereby CLECs diagnose and troubleshoot customer-reported
troubles, report troubles, open trouble tickets, inquire on the status of trouble tickets, and
close trouble tickets. Through submission of M&R test trouble tickets, CGE& Y evaluated a
CLEC' s ability to perform these activities associated with trouble shooting and returning a
customer’s line to service. According to Section 3.7.6 of the TSD, the focus of the M&R
evaluation was to determine:

Whether these systems generated a timely and accurate trouble report

If the Pseudo-CLEC or participating CLEC could perform a Mechanized Loop Test
(MLT) for areported trouble

If the MLT results provided the Pseudo- CLEC or participating CLEC the appropriate
information

Whether the Pseudo-CLEC or participating CLEC could obtain the status of atrouble
ticket

Whether Qwest notified the Pseudo-CLEC or participating CLEC of successful
restoration of service after the service fault was identified and corrected

Whether the Pseudo- CLEC or participating CLEC could retrieve a customer’ s trouble
history, as applicable

CLECs can perform M&R activities electronically, using functionality provided to CLECs
by Qwest via one of the available application options, or via atelephone call to Qwest’s
Account Maintenance Service Center. Section 3.7.6.1 of the TSD limited functionality
testing to the two primary interfaces available for CLEC M&R. These are:

» Customer Electronic Maintenance & Repair (CEMR) - a proprietary web-based GUI
application designed by Qwest

» Electronic Bonding - Trouble Administration (EB-TA) — a gateway interface with
associated programming and business rules that allows CLECs to design their own GUIs
for conducting M&R activities with Qwest

CGE&Y evaluated of the M& R process by monitoring and documenting the creation of
trouble tickets by the Pseudo-CLEC.

< Billing
Billing is the process whereby Qwest provides the CLECs with wholesale bills and usage

data, including records for services, features, network elements and functions that were
ordered and provisioned.
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Section 4.3.4 of the MTP and Section 3.8 of the TSD identified the focus for the validation
of the Pseudo-CLEC hillsto verify that:

The bills accurately reflected what was ordered.

The bills provided accurate recurring, non-recurring, and usage-sensitive charges.
Rates were applied correctly for each product, service, or element.

Taxes and surcharges were assessed correctly.

Discounts and adjustments were performed correctly.

Prorated amounts were charged accurately according to the disconnect date.
Disconnects were processed and appeared accurately on the bill.

Daily Usage Files (DUF) were updated accurately.

+ Performance Measures

The statistical evaluation of performance measurements cal culated from data gathered
during the Functionality Test was designed to provide a statistically valid assessment of
Qwest’ s performance in providing service to the CLECs based on established performance
measures.

In accordarce with Section 8.5.3 of the MTP and Section 7.3.4 of the TSD, the Functionality
Test Performance Measurement Test encompassed the following activities:

Collection of Qwest performance measurement raw data (adhoc data) for the Pseudo-
CLEC, Qwest, and aggregate CLECs.

Development of Functionality Test data captured by the Pseudo-CLEC.

Validation that data observed and captured by the Pseudo-CLEC is accurately reflected
in Qwest raw datafiles.

Independent calculation of all measurements indicated in Appendix C of the MTP for the
Pseudo-CLEC, aggregate CLECs, and Qwest retail using Qwest raw data and for the
Pseudo- CLEC using Functionality Test data collected by the Pseudo- CLEC according to
the statistical approach outlined in Section 9 of the TSD.

Declaration of parity/disparity or pass/fail for all performance measurement results
where sufficient data are available.

Comparison of computed performance results, Z statistics, and other calculations using
Qwest provided raw data to computed performance results, Z statistics, and other
calculations using Functionality Test data captured by the Pseudo-CLEC. Discrepancies
in the calculations were evaluated, documented and reported by CGE& Y.

Identification of problems or issues during the statistical evaluation of the Functionality
Test. These issues were entered on IWOs and forwarded to the TAG for Qwest to
investigate, respond and take corrective action if necessary.
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2.1 Pre-Ordering

211

212

I ntroduction

Pre-ordering is the process by which CLECs query Qwest databases to verify or
obtain the information necessary to prepare and issue avalid LSR or ASR. Pre-
order test activities included monitoring the ability to access, and the
functionality provided by, Qwest's IMA-GUI and EDI systems while the
Pseudo- CLEC performed queries to obtain customer information as defined by
the test case. Testing provided the opportunity for assessment of the ability of
these systems to gather information for the various types of orders.

Scope
In accordance with Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the MTP, and Section 3.7.4.1 of the
TSD, the scope of the pre-order test was to execute the following transactions:

» CSR queries that alow the CLEC to view an end- user’s current service
record

» Address Verification queries that allow the CLEC to verify service address
information, as registered in Qwest's service areas

> Reserve TN function that allows the CLEC to reserve one or more TNs at a
verified address

» Service and Feature Availability queries that alow the CLEC to retrieve a
list of services and features available on Qwest's serving switch for the
verified service address and as alowed by the CLEC's interconnection
contract

» Appointment Scheduler functionality that allows the CLEC to view available
dates and appointment times for dispatch of field technicians

» Facility Availability queries that allow the CLEC to view whether facilities
are available at the verified address, whether dispatch is required for
connection of new lines and, if applicable, notification of possible held
orders

» Loop Qualification queries which provide characteristics of the loop (e.g.,
length, loading) for designed circuits

In addition, the pre-order test verified the appropriateness and timeliness of
reject messages as well as a successful connection to the pre-order system The
pre-order test also included an evaluation of the integration quality of pre-order
and order data.
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2.1.3 Process

CGE&Y used the test scenarios from Appendix A of the MTP to develop test
cases, 14 which were then used to create test scripts (see Apperdix H). The test
scripts incorporated both pre-order and order activities that would have been
received from incoming telephone calls from customers. The Pseudo-CLEC or
participating CLEC performed the pre-order queries to gather the data necessary
to prepare the LSRs.

Pre-order activities included:
Monitoring pre-order transactions (e.g., address validation, CSR query)

Monitoring and evaluating the overall performance of the IMA-GUI and
EDI systems

Verifying the expected results against actual results to ensure the objectives
were attained

Validating the accuracy of the data entered by the Pseudo-CLEC when
actual results were different from expected results, and determining if are-
submission was required

2.1.3.1 Pre-Ordering Entrance Criteria

The following entrance criteria in Section 3.7.4.3 of the TSD were met
prior to commencing the IMA-GUI pre-order test.

CGE&Y EntranceCriteria

Criterion Completed

Develop test scripts based on data from the test v
scenarios in the MTP

Create a spreadsheet to document details associated v'15
with each test script and expected results

Develop test script forms and provide data

requirements using information from completed test v
script spreadsheets
Collect names and addresses of Friendlies from the v

End-User Team

* CGE&Y ArchiveFile: FT #3 —Test Case Matrix
!5 Pre-order details are captured in the order test script.
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Criterion Completed

Populate Test Scripts with Friendly’s name,
addresses and other pertinent information about v
products, features and listings used to generate the
test cases assigned to specific test scripts

Receive the number of iterations for each Tet v
Scenario from the Statistical Team

Receive the volume of test scripts to be executed v
each day from the Statistical Team

Update Test Scripts with execution dates

Provide test scripts to the Pseudo-CLEC

Establish daily update reports transfers to the TA for
911 and OA/DA systems

Establish data flow to Qwest for table updates for v
blocking directory printing and 911 fallout of pseudo
accounts

Subject Matter Expert (SME) Entrance Criteria

Criterion Completed
Develop test scripts based on data from the test v
scenariosin the MTP
Create a spreadsheet to document detail s associated v

with each test script and expected results

Develop test script forms and provide data

requirements using information from completed test v
script spreadsheets
Qwest Core Testing Team is available for interna v

system queries

Names of the point of contacts and order entry v
personnel at the Pseudo-CLEC Site

Name of the point of contact and support personnel at v

oS o
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Criterion Completed
the participating CLEC locations
Access to Qwest's service ordering reference manuals v
Performance measures have been implemented v
Daily logs to document observations v
Qwest 911 IT SME for update data extracts v
Qwest 911 vendor SME for pseudo account v
maintenance
Qwest operator services SME for blocking table v
maintenance
Pseudo-CLEC Entrance Criteria
Criterion Completed
Pseudo- CLEC has the ability to send and receive v
transactions through Qwest gateways
Daily Schedule for all tasks to be performed on a v

given date

Validation that the Pseudo-CLEC is able to collect
data. Thiswill be accomplished using transactions
performed during the "Readiness Certification” v
process. During this process, the Pseudo-CLEC will

verify that the TA is able to access the Pseudo-CLEC
database to extract the elements required for analysis

Test data el ements available in the databases v

The Performance M easurement Evaluation process
has been successfully passed for all relevant
Performance Measures. The TA will organize
Functionality Testing into a number of test phases by
mapping Test Cases/Scripts to Performance Measures v
that have successfully passed the process audit.
Testing can then begin for Test Cases/Scripts that
map only to Performance Measures that have passed
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Criterion Completed
the required audits
Test quantities have been identified by the Statistical v
Team
Email addresses have been established for 911 and v
OA/DA maintenance processes

214 Results

CGE&Y identified Qwest system, process, and/or training issues that resulted in
the generation of IWOs. The summary of IWOs can be found in Appendix B.

Table 2.1.4a below shows the number of pre-order transactions and average
response times by month recorded during functionality testing, separated
between IMA-EDI and IMA-GUI interfaces. This datais provided here for
informational purposes only and does not exclude outlying data points. Further
detail on PO-1 is provided in Section 2.5.4.1 of thisreport. An evauation of
PO-1 performance measures is provided in Section 4, Capacity Test, of this
report.
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Table2.1.4a'®

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Grand

Media | Query | Data | 2001 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001 | Total
AAQ | Count 42 39 8 29 99 58 275
Avg * 291 | 121565 | 284 | 153| 173 | 79.0 205.2
ASQ | Count 43 39 6 42 111 67 308
Avg 1,881.5 | 160.1 12.7 174 | 198 | 187 296.8
AVQ | Count 115 396 279 327 235 89 6 1447
Avg 4305 181 | 158 | 176 388 | 539 21.0 55.9
CFAQ | Count 48 Z 69 15 136
AVg 184 | 160| 157| 188 17.0
IMA-~ "ESRQ [ Count 57 281 278 263 134 33 1| 11 1058
L AVg 1050 | 8321 | 149 | 160| 3L2 | 158 210 182 239.2
FAQ | Count 75 124 19 75 124 32 449
AVg 25.7 217 | 197 190 | 243 | 400 23.8
SAQ | Count 41 37 1 7 30 11 127
Avg 24.7 182 | 120| 170| 184 | 291.2 43.9
TNAQ | Count 52 67 12 44 127 66 368
AVg 23.2 164 | 276 161 180 | 286.0 66.6
TNSQ | Count 39 54 9 46 131 59 338
AVg 20.0 161 | 182 161 | 183 | 263.7 60.7
AAQ | Count 1 37 42 21 91 65 257
Avg 3.0 2.7 2.7 2.7 35 36 32
ASQ | Count 1 34 35 14 44 15 143
Avg 10 13 16 15 24 19 18
AVQ | Count 71 472 698 424 415 | 315 17 2382
Avg 33 36 45 4.2 26 33| 30 38
CFAQ | Count 195 23 247 209 | 171 845
AVg 75 57 54 6.4 74 65
CSROQ | Count 37 343 680 327 234 | 204 22 1847
Avg 36 50 36 45 2.9 55| 53 4.2
ma | CTQ [ Count Z Z 1 9
Ul Avg 05 1.0 1.0 0.8
FAQ | Count 1 81 52 35 111 22 302
AVg 17.0 104 | 199 95| 172 | 174 15.0
RLDQ | Count 10 3 13
Avg 2.8 33 2.9
SAQ | Count 3 34 35 12 51 7 142
AVg 7.0 65 7.0 8.0 7.0 8.0 7.0
TNAQ | Count 1 28 49 5 65 44 192
Avg 5.0 53 36 16 2.2 3.0 3.2
TNSQ | Count 1 22 43 5 61 41 173
Avg 3.0 2.0 2.4 0.8 0.7 1.0 14
DLRQ | Count 2 1 3
AVg 7.0 3.0 3.7

Note: “Avg” = Average Response Time in Seconds

Legend:

AAQ Appointment Availability Query DLRQ | Design Layout Record Query

ASQ Appointment Selection Query FAQ Facility Address Query

AVQ Address Validation Query RLDQ | Raw Loop Query

CFAQ [ Connecting Facility Assignment Query SAQ Service Availability Query

CSRQ Customer Service Record Query TNAQ | Telephone Number Assignment Query
CTQ Cancellation Query TNSQ | Telephone Number Select Query

16 CGE& Y encountered 168 transactions that received no responses. These transactions are included in the raw data, but were excluded from the
calculationsin thistable.
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The following observations were made during the pre-order testing:

It appeared that the address search criteriain IMA-GUI did not provide adequate
information for a Data Local Exchange Carrier (DLEC) to validate an end user’s
address for aloop qualification. (AZIWO2117) CGE&Y conducted a retest of
this IWO and determined that when a correct and complete address was entered,
address validation was successful. CGE&Y executed the following orders
during the retest effort to determine the accuracy of Address Validation
transactions for loop qualification:

N?j;f; NO;JIr?nbE;r Line Type Notes
10/16/01 Order was used to validate
65295264 2 1FB IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

10/16/01 Order was used to validate
65180435 1 1FB IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

10/17/010rder was used to validate
C61300860 2 1FR IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

10/16/01 Order was used to validate
63979324 2 1FR IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

D63595504 10/17/01 Order was used tp va_lidate
N63595505 2 UHR IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

DG3505739 10/17/01 Order was used to validate
N63595740 2 UHR IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

— 10/17/010rder was used tq val_i date
N63595758 2 UHR IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

10/16/010rder was used to validate
64264480 3 C21XX IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

10/16/01 Order was used to validate
C64264479 5 C21XX IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

10/17/01 Order was used to validate
64264491 10 C21XX IWO2117 for Address Validation by address.
PASSED

CGE&Y dso engaged in the following activities to verify that the subject of this
IWO has been addressed:

Reviewed the IMA User’s Guide (Pre-order Process; Address Validation
located in Chapter 1, pages 1 thru 9) on the Qwest Wholesale website
and verified that current documentation is available, and that updates are

Version 3.0 51



CAP GEMINI

ERNST & YOUNG Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

posted as appropriate. CGE&Y determined that the IMA User’s Guide
provided at this site is very specific as to what information is required to
complete an address validation by street.

Observed that all address validations were successful when the full
address was used. When partial information was used, such as not
including the thoroughfare, the system provides alist of address ranges
and street names for the user to select. In the instance when the response
to address vaidation is" No Address found,” the CLEC/DLEC needs to
provide more specific or complete address information. This procedure
must also be taken into consideration when experiencing alist of address
ranges from the inquiry.

Based on the positive results of the retest effort, CGE& Y is satisfied that the
subject of this IWO has been resolved. Therefore, AZIW0O2117 was closed.

During pre-order address validation using IMA-EDI, the Pseudo-CLEC
encountered an error message. Validation of the same address viathe IMA-GUI
was successful. (AZIW0O1089) CGE&Y closed the IWO after determining that
an incorrect city code was entered.

During the pre-order address validation test it was determined that IMA-GUI did
not properly handle address ranges. The Pseudo- CLEC implemented a manual
work around to populate the apartment field on the order to complete the test.
(AZIWO1047) CGE& Y closed the IWO after determining that the street name
was entered incorrectly.

The integration quality of pre-order and order data for IMA-GUI was found to
be sufficient. Fields are cached and are pre-populated on the L SR, or selected
by the user from a drop down menu. The following observations were noted:

If a CFA was retrieved, it was not pre-populated on the Loop Service (LS)
Form

NC/NCI codes are provided on the CSR query, but are not pre-populated on
the LSR form

It should be noted that these observations are not indicative of alack of pre-
order/order integration. In fact, the CLEC may issue a pre-order query during
creation of an LSR to obtain CFA information. Also, the selection of an
appropriate NC/NCI code must be determined by the CLEC.

The integration quality of pre-order and order data for EDI was determined to be
dependent upon the level of development of the CLEC EDI interface.

A further analysis of the integration quality of pre-order and order data can be
found in Section 5.4.3 of this report.
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Exit Criteria

The following exit criteria specified in Section 3.7.4.5 of the TSD were met
prior to completing the IMA-GUI pre-order test:

Criterion Completed
Pre-order data entry corresponds to test script data v
Pre-order responses match the expected results defined for each v'17

test script

Interface and system errors have been identified and testing
incidents have been handled in accordance with the Testing v
Incidents Process (Appendix |)

All Test Scripts have been completed

All daily logs have been completed

All performance benchmarks and parity requirements have been v
achieved in accordance with the Functionality Test Evaluation
section of this document [TSD]

2.2 Ordering/Provisioning

Ordering is the process that involves the creation, submission and acceptance of the
CLEC s LSRs or ASRsto Qwest’s OSS interface.

Provisioning consists of the processes that Qwest uses to install the service or facility
ordered, or otherwise implement the CLEC order. It includes all associated
transmission, wiring, and equipment necessary to provide service to an end user.

2.2.1 Introduction

The Functionality Test for ordering and provisioning involved the transmission
of LSRs from the Pseudo-CLEC via IMA-GUI and EDI, including the receipt of
Qwest responses by the Pseudo-CLEC, and provisioning of the service by

Qwest.

2.2.2 Scope

As described in Section 3.7.5.1 of the TSD, the scope of the Functionality Test
for ordering and provisioning activities encompassed the following:

7 |WOs were issued where expected results were not achieved
Version 3.0 53




CAP GEMINI

ERNST & YOUNG Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

» Testing of Qwest's interfaces and order entry systems to validate the ability
to receive LSRs via EDI, IMA-GUI and FAX as prescribed in the MTP

» Transmission of multiple order types by the Pseudo-CLEC to Qwest,
including new installation, conversion as specified, conversion asis, change,
suspend, restore, disconnect, cancellation (supp-to-cancel) orders and
911/DA database updates as required

» Qwest’s transmission of Acknowledgements (EDI), Rejects, Jeopardy
Notifications, FOCs, and SOCsto the Pseudo-CLEC

» Vadlidation that each order was provisioned as specified in the order

» Processing of flow-through and non flow-through orders (i.e., those accepted
by the SOP and those needing human intervention in order to create the
internal Qwest service orders)

» Periodic reports of daily test activity

Number of tests run to date by category
Number of orders passed to date by category
Number of ordersfailed to date by category
IWOs recorded to date

Testing incident resolutions received to date (via PACs from
Qwest)
Retests performed on PACs to date

Passed retests and failed retests (orders still in progress were not
included on the reports, but were tracked)

For coordinated requests, determination if Qwest contacted the
Pseudo-CLEC at the appropriate times and provided the appropriate
information

2.2.3 Process

The Pseudo-CLEC created L SRs based on test scripts, using the results gathered
during the pre-ordering process. Section 3.7.5.4 of the TSD describes the
following major activities in the ordering process.

Monitoring the order entry
Tracking the progress of the orders
Validating that the services were provisioned
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These magjor activities are described below:

Monitoring

During the execution of the test scripts, CGE& Y had representatives onsite at
the Pseudo- CLEC Order Entry Desk location. CGE&Y observed order entry
methods, training effectiveness, and interactions between the Pseudo-CLEC and
Qwest and documented unexpected results in IWOs.

If an LSR submission failed, the Pseudo-CLEC personnel compared the test
script to the detail s entered on the L SR to ensure that there were no input errors.
If the failure was due to input error, the Pseudo-CLEC re-entered the data
correctly. If the data were correctly entered but the LSR failed, the test script
was forwarded to CGE& Y for further investigation. CGE&Y either

corrected and resubmitted the script,

cancelled the test case and replaced it with another test case of the same
scenario (test cases were only cancelled when an error occurred in
generation of the script or a Friendly withdrew their participation), or
issued an IWO when the failure could not be explained.

Tracking

Each test script was monitored by use of a tracking number assigned by
CGE&Y. The tracking number was used by the Pseudo-CLEC to report order
statusto CGE& Y. CGE&Y used the tracking number to monitor the progress of
each test case throughout its lifecycle. The Pseudo-CLEC and the participating
DLEC provided CGE&Y with LSR, EDI Acknowledgement (ACK), FOC,
Reject and SOC information on adaily basis. CGE&Y retained the data and
provided statistics on the timeliness of Qwest order processing.

The TSD anticipated daily test status reports prepared from this information and
transmitted to the ACC, and subsequently to the TAG at the ACC's discretion.
However, to dlow CGE& Y time to analyze the data received, the parties agreed
that a bi-weekly, two-week delayed, report be provided to the TAG CLECs.

When the test case involved a participating CLEC, CGE& Y monitored and
documented the Pseudo-CLEC L SR processing to Qwest, and sent the PRF (see
Section 3.2 of Appendix F) to the participating CLEC to notify it of the due
date.

Friendlies Service Validation

CGE&Y notified Friendlies of the scheduled due dates that service would be
provisioned at their locations. The Friendlies reported whether or not their
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services were installed on the due dates. |f service was not available on the due
date and

no order jeopardy had been received, the Friendly would report to CGE& Y
when the service was installed.

anon-facilities jeopardy had been received, a supplemental order was issued
to establish a new due date and the customer was informed.

an order completion had been received, atrouble ticket was opened and
recorded as an unplanned trouble.

Service Validation

The TSD anticipated achieving service validation by accessing Qwest's switch
and comparing feature/functionality via the IMA-GUI M&R Feature
Availability function. During functionality testing, CGE& Y achieved service
validation by having Friendlies use the features to test their operability. In
addition, CGE& Y retrieved and verified CSRs, and validated that the services
and features ordered were accurately reflected on the bill. Service validation
during functionality testing was achieved for test cases involving a participating
CLEC by having CGE& Y act as a representative of the Pseudo-CLEC.
CGE&Y coordinated all test and turrntup activity between Qwest and the
participating CLEC to ensure blindness, and recorded the results.

During retest, CGE& Y utilized the IMA-GUI M&R Feature Availability
function to access Qwest switches to ensure that what was ordered on the LSR
was provisioned in the switch. The following table lists the test cases that were
verified. All test cases verified were correctly trandated in the respective Qwest
switches with the features specified on the LSR.

Tracking Switch Conver Feature Verified in

Number Type tto Features Ordered on L SR Switch

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR

LPWP00106S | DMS100 | UNE-P | NSS, 5. NSQ NOAMA

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR

RESL04304S | DMS100 | Resale NSS, 5. NSQ, 6. PORXX NOAMA, 6. SDS AMSG

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR

RESL04302S | DMS100 | Resdle NSS, 5. NSQ, 6. PORXX NOAMA, 6. SDS AMSG

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR

LPWP00102S | DMS100 | UNE-P | NSS, 5. NSQ NOAMA

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4 ACB NOAMA, 5. AR

RESL04303S | DMS100 | Resdle NSS, 5. NSQ, 6. PORXX NOAMA, 6. SDS AMSG
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Tracking Switch | Conver Feature Verified in
Number Type tto Features Ordered on L SR Switch

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
LPWP04301S | DMS100 | Resale NSS, 5. NSQ NOAMA

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
RESL04305S | DMS100 | UNE-P | NSS, 5. NSQ NOAMA

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
NSS, 5. NSQ, 6. USR, 7. NOAMA, 6. IMR, 7. SDS
LPWP00107S | DMS100 | UNE-P | PORXX AMSG

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR

LPWP00104S | DMS100 [ UNE-P [ NSS, 5. NSQ NOAMA
1. PORXX, 2. ESM, 3 1. SDS AMSG, 2. CFW, 3.
ESX, 4. ESC, 5. NSS, 6. CWT, 4. 3WC, 5. ACB
RESL04306S | DMS100 | Resale NSQ NOAMA, 6. AR NOAMA

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4 ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
LPWP00101S | DMS100 | UNE-P | NSS, 5. NSQ NOAMA

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA, 5. AR
LPWP00105S | DMS100 [ UNE-P [ NSS, 5. NSQ NOAMA

1. CFW, 2. CWT, 3. 3WC,
1. ESM, 2. ESX, 3. ESC, 4. | 4. ACB NOAMA,5. AR
NSS, 5. NSQ, 6. N2W, 7. NOAMA, 6. SCWID, 7.
RESL04308S | DMS100 | Resdle AYK, 8. NNK ACRJ, 8. CND NOAMA

1. /CWC1, 2. PORTED-IN
AMA N, NON COND
LPWP00108S | 5ESS UNE-P | 1. ESX, 2. PORXX TRIG N

1. UCR=Y, 2. MW3WC,
1. AYK, 2. ESC, 3. ESM, 4. | 3./CFV, 4./LIRCNMP, 5.
NNK, 5. NSQ, 6. NSS, 7. /LAC1,6./LAR1, 7.
LPWP0O0109S | 5ESS UNE-P | NSY SCRFRG

Cooperative Loop Testing

The purpose of cooperative loop testing was to determine if each loop using the
participating CLEC facilities to the customer location was provisioned as
ordered, thus enabling end-to-end testing. All testing performed by the
participating CLEC was coordinated and monitored by CGE& Y, and the results
were documented for each order by CGE&Y (see Appendix G for example).

According to Section 3.6(a) of the TSD, CLECSs that participated in the testing
effort by providing collocation facilities were also responsible for allowing
certain tests to be monitored by CGE& Y. CGE&Y, the Pseudo-CLEC, and a
participating CLEC agreed on the process for cooperative loop testing (see
Appendix F) during a series of conference calls.
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Cooperative loop testing was applied to the provisioning of new UNE-L,
conversions, UNE-P to UNE-L conversions, new UNE-L with LNP, and stand-
alone LNP test cases. Participating CLEC collocation cages at specific Qwest
locations were identified and provisioned.

In preparation for cooperative loop testing, CGE& Y acquired alist of
participating CLEC facilities and pre-provisioned TNs at collocation sites.
These facilities covered 13 different Qwest Central Office (CO) locations.

During the execution of the test scripts, the following additional CGE& Y
activities were performed, which were unique to cooperative loop testing:

Upon receipt of FOC sent PRF to the participating CLEC for switch
activation

Coordinated participating CLEC turn-up activities for coordinated hot cuts
(CHC)

Performed test calls before and after conversion involving LNP to verify
porting

Received PRF from participating CLEC to document test results

2.2.3.1 Order/Provisioning Entrance Criteria

Per Section 3.7.5.3 of the TSD, prior to commencing the Functionality
Test for order entry and provisioning, the following entrance criteria

were met:
Criterion Completed
All Order and Provisioning Performance
M easurements have been tested and successfully v'18
passed.
Receive the number of iterations for each v

Test Scenario from the Statistical Team

All pre-order entrance criteria have been met v

Sufficient Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest resources
available to process the test scripts as scheduled v
based on statistical volume projections

Friendly volunteers are available to begin testing v

Collocation assignments have been established at the

'8 See Performance Measurement evaluation in Section 2.5 of this report.
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Criterion Completed
CLEC demarcation points in Qwest and end offices v
Adeqguate procedures for monitoring Pseudo-CLEC v

activities have been established

Test scripts have been completed and are ready to be
delivered to the Pseudo-CLEC by the TA v

2.2.4 Reaults

CGE&Y identified Qwest system, process, and/or training issues resulting in
IWOs that were generated in accordance with the process specified in Appendix
| of the TSD. The summary of IWQOs can be found in Appendix B of this report.

The following table displays the products tested and the number of orders issued
for each product cell to meet the sample size requirements specified in Section

9.2 of the TSD:
Number of Orders
Product : .
Products Scenario issued
Cell # _
(Including Retest)
Install UNE-Loop Single Business Line 12
Install UNE-Loop Multiple Business Lines 8
Convert Retail to UNE-Loop Single Business Line 58
Convert Retail to UNE-Loop Multiple Business 10
Lines
UNE-Loop Change UNE-P to UNE-Loop Single Business 51
1 Planned 140 Ic_ilﬂzn e UNE-P to UNE-Loop Multiple Business
Issued 244 Linesg P P 4
Change CFA (Connecting Facility Assignment) 12
Change Due Date 16
Cancel UNE-Loop Order 23
Disconnect UNE-Loop Single Line 19
Disconnect UNE-Loop Multiple Lines 31
Business POTS Install | Install Single Business Line 105
2 (Resale) Install Multiple Business Lines 17
Planned 140 Disconnect Single Business Line 51
Issued 206 Disconnect Multiple Business Lines 33
Business POTS Convert Retalil to Resale Single Business Line 98
Conversion Convert Retail to Resale Multiple Business lines 37
3 (Resale)
Planned 140 Migrate Retail to Resale 7
Issued 142
Private Lines Install Private Line 2
4 1211%(16%0 Convert Retail Private line to Resale 61
5 ISDN — ADSL Install new ADSL-qualified UNE loop 3
Planned 50 Convert retail to ADSL-qualified UNE loop 7
Issued 104 Convert single line retail to DSL 22
Install new Resale ISDN 15
Convert Retail ISDN to Resale ISDN 40
Change features on Resale ISDN 8
Disconnect ADSL-qualified UNE-Loop 3
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Product Number of Orders
Products Scenario issued
Cdl # :
(Including Retest)
Disconnect ISDN 6
Convert Retail Single Business line to UNE-P 16
UNE-P Rural Convert Resale to UNE- P Single Business Line 14
6 Planned 140* Convert Resale to UNE- P Single Residence Line 35
Issued 124 Convert Retail to Resale Single Business Line 14
Convert Retail to Resale Single Residence Line 45
Convert Retail to UNE- P Single Business Line 26
Convert Retail to UNE-P Multiple Business lines 9
Convert Retail to UNE-P Single Residence Line 66
Convert Retail to UNE- P Multiple Residence 15
Lines
Convert Resale to UNE-P Single Business Line 32
. Convert Resale to UNE- P Multiple Business lines 18
UNE-P Conversion - - -
7 Planned 140 Convert Resale to UNE-P Slng_le Re5|d.ence Line 50
Issued 310 Eonvert Resale to UNE-P Multiple Residence 18
ines
Change features on Resale UNE-P 12
Change PIC/LPIC 2
Change Directory Listing 3
Outside Move 1
Disconnect UNE- P Single Line 46
Disconnect UNE-P Multiple Lines 12
UNE-P Install Install UNE-P Single Line 127
8 ITIsir;r;%dll‘l%O Install UNE- P Multiple Lines 13
Residential POTS Install | Install Single Residence Line 92
9 (Resale) Install Multiple Residence Lines 36
Planned 140 Disconnect Single Residence Line 43
Issued 203 Disconnect Multiple Residence Lines 32
Residential POTS Convert Retail to Resale Single Residence Line 103
10 Con;learrs];]%rzj(lngale) Egg\slert Retail to Resale Multiple Residence 16
Issued 149
Convert Retail CENTREX to Resale CENTREX 38
Disconnect Resale Centrex 4
) ) Convert Retail PBX to Resale PBX 27
Scenarios Outside the —xqq/Remove Feature(s) on Resale PBX 2
Product Matrix -
Other Planned 47 Disconnect Resale PBX 1
Issued 105 Change of Directory Listing 14
Install EEL 3
Suspend and Restore 6
Disconnect Retail and port TN 10
Total Order Issued 1790

*Note for Cell 6: Deficiency in rural friendly addresses prevented the execution of
sufficient tests to meet the number planned.

The total test case population illustrated in the preceding table displays a likely
mix of products and order activity that would be generated by a start-up CLEC.
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Figure 2.2.4a presents the information from the preceding table, illustrating the
percentage of test cases executed for each product.

Figure2.2.4a

Functionality
Orders Issue per Cell

Other: Scenarios
Outside the. Product Cell 1: UNE-Loop
Matrix 14%

6%
Cell 10: Residence
POTS Conversion
8%

Cell 2: Business
POTS Install
12%

Cell 3: Business
POTS Conversion

Cell 9: Residence
POTS Install

0 8%
11% Cell 4: Private Lines
4%

~—___ Cell 5:ISDN-ADSL

6%
\Cell 6: UNE-P Rural

7%

Cell 8: UNE-P Install
8%

Cell 7: UNE-P
Conversion
16%

Emerging Services Test Results

In early March 2001, the TAG initiated discussion on the testing of Qwest’s
“Emerging Services’ based on FCC comments. The TAG agreed that CGE& Y
should evaluate the services listed below. These services are not included in the
preceding table.

Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL)

Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT)
Unbundled Sub-Loop

Unbundled Dark Fiber (UDF)

Line Sharing

Line Splitting

This section of the report contains an evaluation of the procedures that CLECs
would use to order the Qwest Emerging Services listed above.

Version 3.0 61



CAP GEMINI

ERNST & YOUNG Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

CGE& Y accessed documentation and procedures at the Qwest Wholesale
Services website in order to perform this evaluation.

With the exception of the EEL product, and the pre-ordering stage of UDF, this
will only be an evaluation of Qwest’s ordering documentation.

Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL)
During functionality testing a Qwest Emerging Service offering, EEL, was
tested. An EEL isadedicated circuit originating at a CLEC collocation site
within alLEC CO and terminating at an end user’s location served by a different
ILEC CO but within the same Local Access Transport Area (LATA). The EEL
is a combination of loop and interoffice facilities and may aso include
multiplexing and concentration capabilities. The intent of the product lineisto
offer a CLEC the capability to provide local service to an end user without
collocation presence located in the serving wire center if the CLEC certifies that
the circuit is carrying a “significant amount of Local Exchange Traffic.”'® An
EEL cannot be connected to a Qwest tariffed service.

Appendix A of the MTP specifies that four different scenarios of EEL products
are to be tested. Following isalist of the EEL scenarios and their test results:

MTP Scenario Test

Scenario Description Result

168 Scenario 168: New connect of | CGE&Y was ableto
one EEL; point-to-point successfully test this scenario.
configuration.

169 Convert oneretail DS-1 CGE&Y was unable to test this
private line to EEL point-to- scenario, as no existing DS-1
point configuration. service was available.

170 Install one DS-1 EEL to CGE&Y was unable to test this
existing EEL service. scenario, as no existing EEL

service was available at time of
the test.

171 New connect of one DS-0; CGE&Y was unable to test this
specify thisisan EEL in the scenario, as the Pseudo-CLEC
comment section of the ASR. | was not certified to issue ASRs.
(CFA required from the
multiplexed termination)

Process

CGE&Y obtained support for the testing of UNEs (DS-3) assignments in four
different Qwest serving COs from AT& T to perform this evaluation.

19

The options for meeting that requirement can be found in the FCC's June 2, 2000 order in CC 96-98, FCC00-183, paragraph 22.
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During May 2001, CGE&Y attempted to process five EEL-P orders, using the
LSR process. All orders were rejected by Qwest. CGE&Y determined that
documentation contained on the Qwest Wholesale website provided limited
information pertaining to the ordering of EEL products. When the Pseudo-
CLEC contacted the Qwest Help Desk for assistance, conflicting responses were
received, including:

The EEL product must be ordered viaan ASR.

The EEL product cannot be ordered.

The Resale Private Line (RPL) form is required to order an EEL.
The CLEC service manager must be contacted to order EELs.

CGE&Y contacted the Qwest service manager and was informed that an LSR
was to be used for EEL-P orders and to check the Qwest Wholesale website for
details. CGE&Y located and evaluated the “ Statement of Generally Available
Terms (SGAT) and Conditions for Interconnection, Unbundled Network
Elements, and Resale of Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest
Corporation in the State of Arizona,” Fourth Revision, dated February 12, 2001.
CGE&Y determined that the SGAT provided information on service
availability, but did not include the necessary information describing the LSR
ordering process. The SGAT did not provide links to other Qwest Wholesale
websites for information needed to order EEL service.

CGE&Y continued investigating the procedures for ordering EEL s during the
retest effort. Prior to issuing EEL ordersin retest, the Qwest Wholesale website
was accessed to determine if new information was available. CGE&Y found
that severa new or revised documents were made available in August 2001. In
particular, the “Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical
Publication,” Issue B, dated June 2001 and the “Qwest IMA User’s Guide,”
modified August 17, 2001 have detailed directions for issuing EEL viaLSR in
IMA-GUI. There was also an online training course for EEL submission in
IMA-GUI that was dated August 3, 2001.

Using the newly developed documentation, CGE& Y was able to successfully
Issue an LSR for an EEL. CGE&Y representatives observed the process of
documentation retrieval and estimated that atotal of 36 hours were spent
conducting research prior to issuance of any LSRs.

In October 2001, CGE&Y submitted two EEL-P orders to the Pseudo-CLEC for
L SR submission using the same collocation facilities. Both LSRs were rejected
due to an unavailable CFA. The remaining order for EEL-P service was
submitted to the Pseudo-CLEC. ThisLSR received a FOC and a SOC.
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CGE& Y was able to successfully process EEL orders during the retest phase of
the Functionality Test. The following table identifies the EEL orders issued
during the retest effort:

Tracking
Number RESL 168002 RESL 168003 RESL 168004
PON A60T0268031003* 01 A60T0368021003* 01 A60T0468021024* 01
Order
Number | N/A N/A N65860375
Rejected: CFA slot 49 | Rejected: CFA slot 49 | Issued: N68560375 Due
Notes in use need new slot # inuse. Need new slot # | Date 11/7. EEL Option 3.
for CFA for CFA. AN for account is
602C001540-175
3221208 3221075 3344496
LSR
10/03/01 10/03/01 3:55PM 10/24/01
4:07PM 12:42PM
FOC N/A N/A 10/25/01
Date/Time 9:36AM
10/25/01
12:50PM
Rej ect 10/15/01 12:05PM 10/01/01 7:41AM
Date/Time
10/15/01 1:33PM
SOC Date 11/01/01

Asindicated in the preceding table, one EEL order was successfully issued, the
other two EEL orders were rejected.

Findings

Documentation and Qwest personnel training on service request submission for
EEL service was not complete in May 2001. As of September 2001 the Qwest
website contained the information necessary to successfully submit an EEL
LSR. The Qwest website is not user friendly in making it easy to find this
information.

CGE&Y found that when the LSR is submitted correctly, the EEL-P service
offering is obtainable by a CLEC through the Qwest OSS.

Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT)
A UDIT is anetwork element consisting of a single transmission path between
Qwest end offices, serving wire centers or tandem switchesin the same LATA
and state. A UDIT can also provide a path between one CLEC in one Qwest
wire center and a different CLEC in another Qwest wire center. These paths
may be Digital Service Level 0 (DS-0), DS-1, DS-3, Optical Carrier Level 3
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(OC-3) OC-12,0C-48, OC-192, and such higher capacities as evolve over time
and where facilities are available.

Individual products include UDIT, Extended UDIT (E-UDIT), Dangling UDIT
(D-UDIT), Split UDIT (S-UDIT), and Meet-Point UDIT (M-UDIT). Ancillary
UDIT products are aso available, i.e., Multiplexing, Unbundled Customer
Controlled Rearrangement Elements (UCCRE), Remote Node/Remote Port,
Regeneration, and Rearrangements. UDITs are limited to existing facilities
only.

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the following documents to determine if Qwest provides
sufficient information for a CLEC to order a UDIT:

» “Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT) Product Catalog
(PCAT)”

» “Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication,
Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT),” # 77389, Issue F, dated
November 2001

» “Statement of Generally Available Terms (SGAT) and Conditions for
Interconnection, Unbundled Network Elements, Ancillary Services and
Resale of Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest Corporation in
the State of Arizona,” Eighth Revision, dated October 25, 2001

The Qwest Technical Publication #77389 was reviewed to determine if aCLEC
could understand the technical parameters of the UDIT product. The UDIT
PCAT was evaluated to determineif it provided the CLEC with sufficient
information to order aUDIT. The SGAT was reviewed to the extent that it was
referenced in the PCAT.

CGE&Y aso reviewed status logs for 5 UDIT DS-3s that WorldCom ordered in
October 2001. The circuits were designed from the Rhythms DSX jack to
WorldCom with a Qwest cross connection to the Rhythms collocation cage.

The table below identifies the DS-3s ordered by WorldCom.

WCOM Qwest Qwest Circuit ID CFA ASR FOC FOC
PON Order Issue received Late*
Number Date Date Yes/No
401176 C63879640 | 74/HFFU/402098//P | PDV02/2/BLLVWAGL/ | 10/09/01 | 10/19/01 | Yes
N/ BLLVWAGLHG2
401177 C45591013 | 74/HFFU/402090//P | ALV06/2/BLLVWASH/ | 10/08/01 | 10/10/01 | No
N/ BLLVWASHG5
401181 C55813557 | 74/HFFU/402088//P | ALVO3/2/RNTNWAOL/ | 10/05/01 | 10/10/01 | Yes
N/ RNTNWAOIHG3
401183 C63879592 | 74/HFFU/402091//P | ALVO7/2/STTLWAOL/ 10/09/01 | 10/10/01 | No
N/ STTLWAO1HG7
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WCOM Qwest | Qwest Circuit ID CFA ASR FOC FOC
PON Order Issue received | Late*
Number Date Date Yes/No
401184 | C63879598 | 74/HFFU/402092//P | ALVO4/2/STTLWAO3/S | 10/09/01 | 10/26/01 | Yes
N/ TTLWAO3HG5
*FOC was considered late if not received in two business days from issuance of
ASR
** Qwest’s records indicate that this LSR received a FOC on 10/12/01 at 16:14
PM
Findings

“Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication, Unbundled
Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT),” # 77389, Issue F, dated November
2001 provides the CLEC with a description of the UDIT product. It also
provides the necessary information on UNEs and the Network Channel and
Network Channel Interface codes (NC/NCI) required for the different UDIT
types. This document iswritten in a clear and concise manner and gives a
CLEC an understanding of the different UDIT types.

Publication #77389 is not intended by Qwest to provide the CLEC with the
information needed to order UDIT.

The UDIT PCAT also explains the process for ordering UDITs. It providesa
description of each UDIT product. It also provides information on all aspects of
the UDIT process. The topics discussed in the PCAT include:

Product Description
Pricing
Features/Benefits

I mplementation

The PCAT aso provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing, Training
and FAQs.

A CLEC may order all UDIT types, except OC-192 using the ASR process by
specifying the unique NC/NCI codes. The NC/NCI codes are detailed in
Publication #77389. The ordering of OC-192 UDITS is accomplished by the
Special Request Process (SRP), which is described in either the PCAT or
Exhibit F of the Arizona SGAT.

While the PCAT refers the CLEC to the Access Service Ordering Guidelines
(ASOG) for detailed ordering instructions, it does provide a chart showing, by
UDIT product, which ASOG forms are required.

The PCAT also identifies specific ordering requirements applicable to each
product type.
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CGE&Y concludes that Technical Publication 77389 and the UDIT PCAT
provides the CLEC with sufficient information to successfully order aUDIT.

As aresult of the review CGE&Y made the following observations:

» WorldCom and Rhythms records did not match on any of the five circuits
» Rhythms and Qwest records did not match on the following three orders:

PON 401177 (Rhythms to correct)
PON 401181 (Rhythms to correct)
PON 401183 (Rhythms to correct)

» Once Rhythms corrected problem end to end testing was compl eted
» Qwest issued late FOCs for two of the five ASRs (See table below)

WCOM QWEST ASR FOC Reason FOC was L ate
PON Order I ssue received
Number Date Date

401176 C63879640 | 10/09/01 | 10/15/01 Qwest’ s records indicate that the FOC
was sent on 10/12/01 not 10/15/2001
401181 Cbh5813557 | 10/05/01 | 10/10/01 Qwest’ s records indicate that the ASR
wasissued on 10/08, not on 10/05.
Based on Qwest’ s records this FOC was
not late.

401184 C63879598 | 10/09/01 | 10/26/01 Qwest had to add Rhythms ACTL to
billing system.

» WorldCom tested with Qwest and all five circuits tested OK

» Qwest successfully escalated the installation for the one order that WorldCom
escalated (PON 401184)

» CGE&Y issued two Data Requests (DR268 and DR-269) to determine why
the Rhythms ACTL was not in the Qwest database, the cause for the late
FOCs and the cause of the CFA mismatch between Qwest and Rhythms.

Qwest responded to the Data Requests as follows:

-DR 268-

With regard to the CFA mismatch between Qwest and Rhythms, Qwest reported
that Qwest processed the order as received and did not change the CFA which
was on the ASR.

With regard to the ACTL not being established in billing system, Qwest stated
that, the ACTL was an existing ACTL associated with CCNA "MPL" only.
Before issuing the order, Qwest needed to have the ACTL added to the "MFZ"
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CCNA, so the order could be issued. Qwest sent an internal request to have this
work done. IABS will not allow an order to go down stream if the RPOI hasn't
been added to the RBAN. Qwest provisioning notified Billing on 10/10/01, that
this needed to be done, which was completed on 10/25/01. The order was then
Issued.

Qwest further stated that the customer should have had this built to the correct
CCNA when the ACTL was originally established. If so, this would not have
happened.

-DR 269-

With regard to the late FOCs, Qwest’s records indicated that the FOC for
401176 was sent on 10/12/01 not 10/15/01 as WorldCom'’ s records indicate.
However, the FOC was still |ate.

Qwest’s records indicated that the ASR PON 401181 was issued on 10/08/01
not 10/05/01 as indicated by WorldCom. Since the FOC was issued on
10/10/01, this FOC was not late.

Conclusion

Based on the above review, CGE& Y concludes that Worldcom did successfully
order UDITS. Although the UDITS reviewed were for UDITS ordered in the
Washington State, as Qwest states in its response to DR-269, the same centers
handle UDIT orders for Washington and Arizona. None of the problems
associated with the ordering of these five UDITS were directly related to the fact
that it was the UDIT product that was being ordered.

Unbundled Sub-Loop
This product is a combination of two existing Qwest products. Unbundled Sub-
Loops and Field Interconnection Points.

Qwest currently offers three Unbundled Sub-Loop product offerings in Arizona:

» Unbundled Feeder Loop (UFL), the F1 or Feeder portion of an unbundled
loop that originates at the Qwest CO and ends at the Feeder Distribution
Interface (FDI)

» Unbundled Distribution Loop (UDL), the F2 or distribution portionof an
unbundled loop from the FDI to the Nework Interface Device (NID) on the
end-user premises

» Unbundled Intra-Building Cable (IBC), a Qwest-provided distribution
facility from a Multi-Tenant Environment (MTE) terminal, inside or
attached to aMTE building, to the demarcation point (typically the NID) at
the end-user premises inside the same building.
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Qwest also offers a Field Interconnection Point product, also known as Cross-
Connect Collocation. A Field Interconnection Point is a demarcation point
outside of the Qwest CO where CLEC facilities interconnect with Qwest
facilities. The Field Interconnection Point is located in the Feeder Distribution
Interface (FDI) /Serving Area Interface (SAl) or other technically feasible
location. The Field Interconnection Point provides a point of interconnection
away from the Qwest CO and provides access to the following Sub-Loop
elements:

» UFL
» UDL

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the following documents to determine if Qwest provides
sufficient information for a CLEC to order an Unbundled Sub-L oop:

» “Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication,
Interconnection — Unbundled Sub-L oops and Field Interconnection,” #
77405, Issue C, September 2001

» Sub-Loop PCAT

» Field Interconnection Point PCAT

The Qwest Technical Publication #77405 was reviewed to determine if a CLEC
could understand the technical parameters of the Interconnection - Unbundled
Sub Loops and Field Interconnection Point product. The Sub-Loop PCAT was
evaluated to determine if it provided the CLEC with sufficient information to
order aSub-Loop. The Field Connection Point PCAT was evaluated to
determine if it provided the CLEC with sufficient information to order aField
Connection Point to be used for Sub-Loop facility interconnection.

Findings

Interconnection — Unbundled Sub-L oops and Field Interconnection, (Technical
Publication # 77405, Issue C, September 2001) provides the CLEC with a
description of the Interconnection — Unbundled Sub-Loops and Field
Interconnection product. This document is written in a clear and concise
manner and provides an understanding of how and why this product would be
used by the CLEC. It also outlines the responsibilities of Qwest and the CLEC.
It provides information on the different configurations of Field Interconnection
Points using both CLEC and Qwest facilities. Publication # 77405 is not
intended by Qwest to provide the CLEC with the information needed to order
Unbundled Sub-Loops and Field Interconnection.
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CGE&Y determined that the ordering of Unbundled Sub-L oops and Field
Interconnection Points is a two-step procedure:

1. The CLEC submits an Field Interconnection Point Request Application
Order Form to the Collocation Project Management Center (CPMC) Order
Validation Team via email.

2. The CLEC submits an LSR for the Sub-L oop.

1) The Field Interconnection Point PCAT explains the process for ordering a
Field Interconnection Point for the use of interconnection of Sub-Loops with
themselves or with CLEC facilities. It also provides information on all aspects
of the establishment and prerequisites for the establishment of a Field
Interconnection Point. The topics discussed include:

Product Description
Availability

Terms and Conditions
Pricing

Applications

I mplementation

YVVVVVY

The PCAT aso provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing, Training,
and FAQs.

The document explainsin detail the ordering of Field Interconnection Points
including:

» Submission of acompleted FCP Request Application Order Form to the
Collocation Project Management Center (CPMC) Order Validation Team via
e-malil to rfsmet@qwest.com

The feasibility study conducted by the CPMC to determine whether or not
the request can be satisfied

The feasibility report completed by the CPMC

The Ready for Service (RFS) date provided by the CPMC

The formal price quote is sent to the CLEC by the CPMC

The Acceptance Phase for the CLEC

Timelines for each item

VVVVYVY VYV

2) The Sub-Loop PCAT explains the process for ordering Sub-Loops. It
provides a description of each Sub-Loop product. The topics discussed include:

Product Description
Pricing
Features/Benefits
Applications
Implementation

YVVYYV
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The PCAT aso provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing, Training,
and FAQs.

The PCAT aso identifies specific ordering requirements applicable to each
product type and references the IMA Referenced Guide for detailed information
on the ordering functions.

CGE&Y finds that the Qwest Wholesale website provides the necessary
information to order Unbundled Sub Loops and Field Interconnection if the
CLEC is experienced with the Outside Plant Configurations, Technical
Publication # 77405, the Sub- Loop PCAT, and the Field Connection Point
PCAT.

Unbundled Dark Fiber
UDF isadeployed, unlit pair of fiber optic cable or strands that connects two
points within Qwest’ s network. A UDF isasingle, existing transmission path
that terminates on a Qwest Fiber Distribution Panel (FDP) or equivalent,
between two Qwest wire centers, between a west wire center and a CLEC wire
center, or between a Qwest wire center and an appropriate outside plant
structure or end- user premises.

Qwest offers UDF in the following configurations in Arizona:

» UDF Interoffice Facility (UDF-10F) provides a deployed route between two
Qwest wire centers.

» UDF-Loop provides a deployed route between a Qwest wire center and the
end-user premises, or a Qwest wire center and an approved outside plant
structure ((Controlled Environmental Vault (CEV), Hut, Remote Terminal
(RT), etc)).

» Extended UDF (E-UDF) provides a deployed route between a Qwest wire
center and the CLEC’ s wire center.

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the following documents to determine if Qwest provides
sufficient information for a CLEC to order a UDF;

» “Qwest Communications International Inc. Technica Publication,
Unbundled Dark Fiber (UDF),” #77383, Issue G, dated December 2001

» Unbundled Dark Fiber PCAT, last update October 29, 2001

» “Statement of Generally Available Terms (SGAT) and Conditions for
Interconnection, Unbundled Network Elements, Ancillary Services, and
Resale of Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest Corporation in
the State of Arizona,” Eighth Revision, dated October 25, 2001
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» Qwest Dark Fiber (UDF) — CLEC Ordering Job Aide (Interim Manual
Process), October 29" Edition

The Qwest Technical Publication #77383 was reviewed to determine if a CLEC
could understand the technical parameters of the UDF product. The UDF PCAT
was evaluated to determine if it provided the CLEC with sufficient information
to order a UDF. The SGAT reviewed to the extent that it was referenced in the
PCAT.

Findings

“Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication, Unbundled
Dark Fiber (UDF),” #77383, Issue G, dated December 2001

provides the CLEC with a description of the UDF product, the fiber technical
parameters and related design responsibilities. 1t aso outlines the
responsibilities of Qwest and the CLECs. This document is written in a clear
and concise manner and gives a CLEC an understanding of the different
configurations of UDF. Publication is not intended by Qwest to provide the
CLEC with the information needed to order UDF.

The ordering of UDF is a manual, two-stage process. Qwest’s “The Unbundled
Dark Fiber (UDF) CLEC Ordering Job Aid Interim Manual Order Process’
describes these stages as the Inquiry Stage (Pre-Ordering) and the Provisioning
Stage (Ordering). This document provided a detailed explanation of the UDF
ordering process. It takes the CLEC step by step through the inquiry and
provisioning stages. It also refers user to websites, which provide additional
information to complete the process.

The PCAT aso explains the process for ordering UDF. It is much more detailed
than the job aid. It providesinformation in all aspects of the UDF process. The
topics discussed in the PCAT include:

Product Description
Pricing
Features/Benefits

I mplementation

The PCAT aso provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing, Training,
FAQs, etc.

The UDF job aide, Technical Publication 77383 and the UDF PCAT provide the
a CLEC with the information necessary to order a UDF. In some cases the
CLEC will have to go to sources listed in the above documents to obtain specific
information. The PCAT refers the CLEC to the Systems General Information
web site to obtain information on the Fiber Data Reports. Since access to this
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report is an important step in the process, it is important that it be included in the
PCAT.

Documentation of thistest caseis found in file FT#11, Dark Fiber.

Line Sharing
Line Sharing also known as Shared Loop, provides the CLEC with the
opportunity to offer end- users advanced data services over the existing copper
loop that provides the end- user's analog voice-grade (Plain Old Telephone
Service (POTYS)) Service. Thisis accomplished by using the frequency range
above the voice band of the copper loop where Qwest provides voice service to
the end-user.
Prior to ordering the Line Sharing product, the CLEC is required to provide a
POTS splitter in the CLEC’ s collocation space in either the Qwest Wire Center
or in the Common Area Splitter Collocation in the Qwest Wire Center that
servesthe end-user. The POTS splitter separates the voice and data traffic and
allows the copper loop to be used for smultaneous Data Loca Exchange Carrier
(DLEC) data transmission while Qwest provides the voice service to the end-
user.

Additional information describing the POTS splitter configurations is available
at the Qwest Wholesale web page.

A CLEC may only order Line Sharing on lines where Qwest provides the voice
portion of service to the end-user. The CLEC isresponsible for providing all
equipment required to separate voice and data service across the copper loop.

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the documentation provided on the Qwest Wholesale web-
dite to determine if enough information was provided for a CLEC to order Line
Sharing. The following documents were located and evaluated:

» Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication,
Interconnection — Shared Loop, (Technical Publication # 77406 Issue B,
June 2001)

» Line Sharing/Shared Loop PCAT, Last Update November 8, 2001

» Statement of General Available Terms and Conditions for Interconnection,
Unbundled Network Elements, Ancillary Services, and Resale
Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest Corporation in the State of
Arizona, eighth revision, October 25, 2001 (SGAT)

In particular, the Qwest Technical Publication 77406 was reviewed to determine
if a CLEC could understand the technical parameters of the Line Sharing
product. The Line Sharing PCAT was evaluated to determine if it provided the
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CLEC with sufficient information to order Line Sharing. The SGAT was
reviewed to the extent that it was referenced in the PCAT.

Findings

CGE&Y finds that information located on the dedicated Qwest Whol esale web-
siteis sufficient for a CLEC to order the Line Sharing/Shared Loop. The
following is a high level outline of the information provided:

Product Description
Availability

Terms and Conditions
Product Diagram

Technical Publication
Pricing

Rates

Tariffs, Regulations & Policy

The Qwest Wholesale web-site also contained information on Pre-Requisites,
Pre-Ordering, Provisioning, Maintenance, Billing, Qwest contacts, IMA Hands
On training, FAQs, and other useful information.

Each sub-category contained information that was supported by active web
links. As the information was reviewed, CGE& Y utilized the web links
provided. Each link reviewed was accurate and contained the information as
indicated on the information website.

The supporting Technical Publication is listed and also connected to an active
web link. This document is easily available and usable and the direction
provided covers the areas discussed at the web site.

The supporting technical references are contained in Technical Publication
77406 (June 2001), Chapter 2 with illustrations on page 2-3. CGE&Y finds that
the Qwest Technical Publication provides clear requirements and parameters for
Line Splitting that is a sub-heading for Shared Loop Service.

CGE&Y finds that the Qwest Wholesale web-site presents the product and the
various options, billing, maintenance and actual purpose of use in aclear
manner. The web site also contains active links to the Account Teams that
provide support for the particular products.

Line Splitting
Line Splitting provides a CLEC with the opportunity to offer advanced data
service simultaneously with an existing Unbundled Network Elements Platform
(UNE-P) Plain Old Telephone Service (POTS) by using the frequency range
above the voice band on the copper loop. The advanced data service may be
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provided by the CLEC/Data Local Exchange Carrier (DLEC) or another service
provider chosen by the CLEC.

In this section of the document, CLEC will refer to the voice provider, and
DLEC to the advanced data service provider. Only one customer of record
determined by the CLEC/DLEC partnership, can be identified to Qwest. The
customer of record isthe CLEC/DLEC that is billed for the Line Splitting. The
customer of record may designate an authorized agent to perform ordering
and/or maintenance and repair functions.

A POTS splitter is required to separate the voice and data traffic and allows the
copper loop to be used for smultaneous DLEC data transmission while the
CLEC provide the voice service to the end- user. The POTS splitter can be
located in the CLEC collocation space in the Qwest Wire Center or in the
Common Area Splitter Collocation in the Qwest Wire Center that serves the
end-user.

Line Splitting can only be ordered on existing UNE-P POTS accounts. Either
the CLEC or the DLEC isresponsible for providing the end- user with all
eguipment required to receive separate voice and data services across a copper
loop.

Process

CGE&Y evaluated the following documents to determine if Qwest provided
sufficient information for a CLEC to order Line Sharing:

» Qwest Communications International Inc. Technical Publication,
Interconnection — Shared Loop, (Technical Publication # 77406 Issue B,
June 2001)

» Line Splitting PCAT, Last Update November 8, 2001

» Statement of General Available Terms and Conditions for Interconnection,
Unbundled Network Elements, Ancillary Services, and Resale
Telecommunications Services Provided by Qwest Corporation in the State of
Arizona, eighth revision, October 25, 2001 (SGAT)

The Qwest Technical Publication 77406 was reviewed to determine if a CLEC
could understand the technical parameters of the Line Sharing product. The
PCAT was evauated to determine if it provided the CLEC with sufficient
information to order Line Splitting. The SGAT was reviewed to the extent that
it was referenced in the PCAT.

Findings

CGE&Y finds that the Qwest Wholesale website contains sufficient information
for a CLEC to order Line Splitting. The following is a high level outline of the
information provided:
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Product Description

Pricing

Features and Benefits

Ordering

Pre-Ordering

Line Splitting with Port within Telephone #'s

The web-site also provides information such as Qwest Contacts, Billing,
Training, and FAQs.

Each sub-category contained information that was supported by active web
links. As the information was reviewed, CGE& Y utilized the web links
provided. Each link reviewed was accurate and did contain the information as
indicated on the information web site.

The supporting Technical Publication is listed and also connected to an active
web link. This document is easily available and usable and the direction
provided covers the areas discussed at the web site.

The supporting technical references are contained in Technical Publication
77406 (June 2001), Chapter 2 with illustrations on page 2-3. The Technical
Publication shows clear requirements and parameters for Line Splitting that isa
ub- heading for Shared Loop Service.

CGE&Y finds that the Qwest Wholesale website presents the product and the
various options, billing, maintenance and actual purpose of use in a good,
clearly stated manner. The website is also supported with active links to the
account teams that provide support for the particular products.
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The following observations were made during the ordering and provisioning of
Resale and UNE orders. Where appropriate, an IWO was created and tracked
through completion. A complete summary of IWOs s provided in Appendix B.
In some cases, CGE& Y determined that retesting was required (see Appendix |
of the TSD). The results of retesting are contained with each observation as
appropriate:

During testing, CGE& Y experienced numerous instances of system tablesin
Qwest OSS not being properly updated. This prevented the Pseudo-CLEC from
submitting orders. After several system table updates, Qwest implemented a
process for quality control. (AZIWO1093, AZIW0O1129, AZIW02101,
AZIWO1001, AZIWO1017) CGE&Y conducted aretest of these IWOs and
determined that the IWOs could be closed as stated in those IWOs..

CGE&Y encountered instances where orders were completed, but CGE& Y was
unable to process a subsequent change order until Qwest updated its reseller 1D
tables. This frequently took three to five business days. (AZIWO2060)
CGE&Y conducted retest of this WO and submitted 11 conversion ordersto
determine the interval for the Resdller Identification (RSID) to be posted to the
CSR. CGE&Y established that 8 of 11 CSRs (73%) were updated on the third
day after the SOC date. The remaining 3 CSRs (27%) were updated on the fifth
day after the SOC date. CGE&Y found that the CSR information was correctly
updated on al 11 CSRs within the established 3-5 business days which isthe
normal interval to update POTS and subsequently closed this IWO. CGE&Y
also validated that Qwest published information on the wholesale website to
assist CLECswhen a* Not authorized to retrieve CSR” error was encountered.
CGE&Y dso validated that error messages were implemented in IMA,
decreasing the time a CLEC would spend on investigating the cause of errors
received when retrieving CSRs. Therefore, it has been demonstrated that
CLECs can process subsequent change orders when following the guidelines
provided by Qwest, prior to the RSID update to the CSR.

CGE&Y encountered numerous instances when orders were completed, but
Qwest did not provide atimely SOC. Of the 1,790 orders that received a SOC,
337 did not receive a SOC at the time of completion. Qwest has identified
multiple causes, and has implemented system changes. In addition, Qwest has
implemented daily review and monitoring processes that operate to provide LSR
completions notificationsto CLECs. (AZIWO1045) CGE&Y conducted restest
of this IWO and determined that it could be closed as stated in that IWO.

During testing it was determined that FOCs are used by Qwest for purposes

other than confirming the order. When a CLEC receives a FOC, they expect a
due date to be confirmed. If multiple FOCs are received changing the status of
the order (i.e., Due Date change, Jeopardy condition, Reect message), a CLEC
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must manually interpret the impact of this status change on the order processing.
CGE&Y created several IWOs addressing this issue:

AZIWO1107: Involved 13 test cases that received an unsolicited FOC with
adue date change. CGE&Y determined that this was a Qwest training
opportunity. During retest 134 orders were executed to verify Qwest’s
response to thisissue. No additional occurrence of this issue was discovered
during testing. CGE&Y determined that this WO should be closed based
on the results logged during the test effort.

AZIWO1114: One FOC received with two different due dates. CGE& Y
determined that this was due to human error and was a Qwest training
opportunity. During retest 171 orders were executed. Of the 171 orders, 135
desired due Dates were changed for various reasons. From the 135 due date
changes, 134 changes followed the process documented in the “Firm Order
Confirmation Evaluation Results,” dated August 6, 2001, Version 1.0. One
order did not follow Qwest’s standard process. The first version changed the
due date from 9/27/01 to 10/1/01 and was displayed in the order section. The
change was also noted in the comment field. A non-fatal error was detected, a
notice was sent to the Pseudo-CLEC and a corrected L SR was resubmitted.
The next FOC notice displayed the due date as 9/27/01 instead of the new due
date of 10/1/01. The comment field on the second L SR did note the rew due
date of 10/1/01. CGE&Y does not consider this one anomaly to be
representative of the process described in “Firm Order Confirmation
Evaluation Results,” dated August 6, 2001, Version 1. CGE&Y determined
that this IWO should be closed based on the results logged during the test
effort.

AZIWO2115: Four FOCs were identified (three after the SOC) where the
FOC communication was being used for miscellaneous comments that may
or may not require action by the CLEC. CGE&Y determined that thiswas a
Qwest procedural issue. Qwest implemented a new procedure in September,
2001. CGE&Y conducted aretest to verify that the subject of this IWO has
been addressed. CGE& Y utilized the Qwest FOC/Jeopardies processes and
Error or Reject notification sections of the White Paper “ Firm Order
Confirmation Evaluation Results,” dated August 6,2001, as the guide during
the evaluation of thisIWO. CGE&Y processed and analyzed 148 retest
accounts to verify the misuse of FOC. CGE&Y werified that FOCs were
received during the period of inception and prior to completion of the LSRs,
that FOCs were not received after SOCs, that sequence notifications were
received, and that procedures documented in the White Paper, “FOC
Evaluation Results,” Section 3 were followed. The retest effort did not focus
on the evaluation of performance measurements (PIDs) but on the
functionality of responses to L SRs submitted and received. CGE&Y
determined that all FOCs were received during the period of order inception
and prior to order completions. No incidents were experienced of receiving
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FOCs after SOCs, and no conditions of chatter FOCs were observed during
the retest effort. Standardization of Qwest process to e-mail or call the
Pseudo- CLEC on any action that may impact the CLEC at time of posting to
the billing systems was not experienced or recorded. Of the 148 test cases, 3
test cases deviated from the FOC White Paper:

1. Qwest honored one test case in which the desired due date did not
follow the Standard Interval Guide (SIG) for the product. Thisis
contrary to their standard procedures as defined in Section 3.2 of the
FOC White Paper. The LSR was manually handled.

2. A test case received a2" FOC. Thisincident was analyzed against the
FOC White Paper, Section 3.2 Processes. ItisCGE&Y'’s
understanding that a Reject should have been issued instead of a FOC,
since the analysis determined that it was an error detected by Qwest
after the FOC was issued.

3. A test case received a Regject for an unknown reason. A FOC following
the Reject was then received honoring the desired due date.

CGE&Y has determined that this IWO can be closed based on the results
logged during the retest effort.

AZIWO2116: The Pseudo-CLEC received a FOC prior to the complete
editing of the LSR. Qwest implemented edits earlier in the process to improve
FOC reliability. CGE&Y conducted aretest to verify that the subject of this
IWO has been addressed. During the retest effort and the analysis of test
cases that received Rejects, the Pseudo-CLEC received one Reject after the
FOC. CGE&Y'’sfinding shows that the Rejects generated could have been
prevented by the Pseudo- CLEC during the pre-ordering process. CGE&Y'’s
analysis of the Rejects received aso shows that Qwest implementation of up-
front edits has improved the FOC process. CGE&Y has determined that this
IWO can be closed based on the results logged during the retest effort of this
IWO.

AZIWO2069: An order was submitted via EDI and a FOC was not received.
CGE&Y determined that this was a Qwest training opportunity. CGE&Y
conducted a retest and generated 31 LSR EDI orders to determine if FOCs
were not received by the Pseudo-CLEC. The following table provides the
results of the effort:

Service LSR Id and Issue Dte/ Time FOC Date/Time IWO 2069
Order CRITERIA MEET
Number Y/N
D64143058| 3183642 9/26/2001 9/27/2001 Y
4:16:00 PM 7:47 AM
D64228708| 31879669 9/27/2001 9/27/2001 Y
11:22:00 AM 5:33 PM
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Service LSR Id and Issue Dte/ Time FOC Date/Time IWO 2069
Order CRITERIA MEET
Number YIN
D64221686| 3187445 9/27/2001 9/27/2001 Y
10:30:00 AM 4:03 PM
D64183665| 3187007 9/27/2001 9/27/2001 Y
9:50:00 AM 11:50 PM
D61295044| 3190328 9/27/2001 9/28/2001 Y
2:50:00 PM 9:27 AM
N64396520 3203977 10/01/01 10/1/2001 Y
C64396519 11:31 AM 2:58 PM
C63229981 3243933 10/15/01 10/15/2001 Y
9:49 AM 10:38 am
C63229981| 3280981 10/15/2001 10/15/2001 Y
9:49:00 AM 10:38 PM
N64242683| 3190645 9/27/01 9/28/2001 y
3:28 pm 12:05 PM
C64145491| 3183694 9/26/2001 9/27/2001 Y
N64145492 4:27:00 PM 8:08 AM
D64162601| 3182493 9/26/2001 9/27/2001 Y
2:18:00 PM 9:57 AM
D64226352| 3187356 9/27/2001 9/27/2001 Y
10:23:00 AM 4:48 PM
D64257342| 3192540 9/28/2001 9/28/2001 Y
7:36:00 AM 9:39 AM
D64223915| 3187993 9/27/2001 9/27/2001 Y
11:22:00 AM 4:21 PM
D64244450| 3189698 9/27/2001 9/28/2001 Y
N63872296 1:57:00 PM 8:08 AM
N64132889 3211364 10/02/2001 10/2/2001 Y
11:30 PM 1:42 PM
C00714548 3192986 9/28/2001 10/1/2001 Y
8:25:00 AM 12:52 PM
D64141621| 3182864 9/26/2001 9/27/2001 Y
N64141622 9:24 AM
D63229978 3183510 9/26/2001 9/26/2001 Y
N63229979 3:55:00 PM 3:56:00 PM
D64158109 3179185 9/26/2001 9/27/2001 Y
N63362018 9:48:00 AM 19:24:00 AM
D64155124 3178616 9/26/2001 9/27/2001 y
NO00714905 9:01:00 AM 8:26 AM
D64528876 3213207 10/2/2001 10/2/2001 y
N64530057 1:58:00 PM 3:17 PM
D64170219 3183142 9/26/2001 9/27/2001 y
N64174820 3:09:00 PM 11:48 PM
D64433825 3196473 9/28/2001 10/1/2001 y
N64433859 2:03:00 PM 4:46 PM
D63229382 3180240 9/26/201 9/26/2001 y
N63229383 11:15am 11:16 PM
C63793224 3182811 9/26/2001 9/27/2001 y
2:41:00 PM 9:51 AM
C63721550 3179965 9/26/01 9/26/2001 y
10:53:00 AM 2:56PM
C63229997 3183570 9/26/2001 9/26/2001 y
A-N2-NN DA
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Service LSR Id and Issue Dte/ Time FOC Date/Time IWO 2069
Order CRITERIA MEET
Number YIN
4:06:00 PM 4:07 PM
D63229369| 3180186 9/26/2001 9/26/2001 y
11:09:00 AM 11:10 AM
D64127084 3183945 9/26/01 9/26/01 Y
5:17 pm 5:31 PM
D64158359| 3186440 9/27/2001 9/27/01 Y
9:04:00 AM 9:24 AM

Upon receiving FOCs for the 31 retest orders submitted via EDI,
CGE&Y closed AZIWO2069. CGE&Y sees no evidence that thisissue
isarecurring problem based on the retest effort results.

During the processing of orders to install new (additional) lines to retail
customer locations, CGE& Y observed four occurrences where the
customer’ s existing service was inoperable. For these out-of-service
conditions, CGE& Y followed section 2.5.17 of the TSD and instructed
the Pseudo- CLEC to open atrouble ticket for the customer. These
unplanned trouble reports are reflected in the M& R statistics
spreadsheet.?°

CGE& Y Post-Test Analysis of Participating CLEC Loop Testing

CGE&Y conducted areview of the cooperative loop testing by using the
participating CLEC test results. The participating CLEC performed aMLT test
using Harris test equipment on each loop and the pass or fail results were
provided to CGE&Y for review.

20 CGE& Y ArchiveFile: FT #7 —M&R Statistics Spreadsheet
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UNE-L Testing

All testing for UNE-L test cases was performed by the participating CLEC.
The results were provided to CGE& Y for documentation.

Figure 2.2.4b illustrates results of loop testing for new UNE-L loops:

56 orders were issued

70 Loops were tested

56 Loops passed all tests

2 Loops failed and trouble tickets were created

12 L oops were cancelled for various reasons including, customer
(Friendly) error and “no loop facilities available.”

NUMBER OF LOOPS

TESTED

Figure 2.2.4b UNE-L RESULTS

704

60—

50

401

30+

207

10+

o]

TOTAL LOOPS PASSED FAILED CANCELLED

RESULTS

UNE-Pto UNE-L Testing

All testing for conversion of UNE-P to UNE-L test cases was performed by
the participating CLEC. The results were provided to CGE&Y for
documentation.

Figure 2.2.4c illustrates the loop test results of UNE-P to UNE-L loops:

21 orders were issued

23 Loops were tested

15 Loops passed all tests

3 Loops failed and trouble tickets were created

Version 3.0

82



CAP GEMINI

ERNST & YOUNG Final Report of the Qwest OSS Test

= 5 Loops were cancelled due to various reasons including customer
(Friendly) error or “order cancelled by Qwest due to no RMKS
(Remarks) relating Disc. new connects on issued LSR.”

Figure 2.2.4c UNE-P TO UNE-L RESULTS

254

154

NUMBER OF LOOPS
TESTED

10+

I

TOTALLOOPS PASSED FAILED CANCELLED

RESULTS
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UNE-L with LNP

The participating CLEC performed activation and testing of all UNE-L with
LNP at the time of the CHC. The UNE-L portion of the service was tested
according to the practice described above. Participating CLEC testing of the
ported number consisted of atest call to the TN being ported after the CHC
had been completed. The participating CLEC routed the ported number to
an internal intercept message to alow verification through the test call that
the porting was compl ete.

Figure 2.2.4d illustrates the results of loop testing for UNE-L with LNP:

= 13 orders were issued

= 21 Loops were tested

= 20 Loops passed all tests

= OLoopsfaled

= 1 Loop was cancelled due to a Reject received from Qwest stating
there were no loop facilities available

Figure 2.2.4d UNE-L with LNP Results

25—

NUMBER OF LOOPS
TESTED

TOTALLOOPS PASSED FAILED CANCELLED

RESULTS
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LNP Only

The participating CLEC performed activation and testing of all LNP Only at
the time of the CHC. Participating CLEC testing of the ported number
consisted of atest call to the TN being ported after the CHC had been
completed. The participating CLEC routed the ported number to an internal
intercept message to allow verification through the test call that the porting
was complete.

Figure 2.2.4e illustrates the loop test results for LNP Only:

= 5 orders were issued

= 7 Loops were tested

= 5 Loopspassed al tests

= OLoopsfaled

= 2 Loops were cancelled due to customer (Friendly) reasons

Figure 2.2.4e LNP Only Results

NUMBER OF LOOPS
TESTED

TOTALLOOPS PASSED FAILED CANCELLED

RESULTS
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Prior to exiting the Functionality Test for order entry and provisioning, the
following exit criteria were met:

Criterion Completed
The Pseudo-CLEC has successfully executed all test v
scripts
The Pseudo-CLEC has provided the required data for v

each test script to the TA

Statistics were collected that reflect Qwest's
timeliness in processing of order, and the generation v'2L
of Acknowledgments (EDI), Regjects, FOCs, and
SOCsfor Pseudo-CLEC L SRs and other provisioning
transactions. FOC timeliness for ASRs will also be
represented in the collected statistics.

Statistics were collected that reflect the timeliness

and accuracy of Qwest's provisioning of requested v
services

The TA validated that the orders were provisioned as v
Specified

The TA evauated the results and concluded that all v
tests are complete

All requirements designated by the MTP were v
achieved and there are no additional outstanding

requirements

The TA has supplied to Qwest alist of al test v

accounts that have active test circuits connected to
enable Qwest to purge its order, provisioning, and
billing systems of these test accounts as specified on
the exit checklist (Appendix L [TSD])

v
All outstanding incidents were closed in accordance
with the Testing Incidents Process (Appendix |
[TSD])
All performance benchmarks and parity requirements v

have been achieved in accordance with the
Functionality Test Evaluation section of this

2 The Pseudo CLEC was not certified to issue ASRs during the Functionality Test.
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Criterion Completed
document (Section 7.3.4 [TSD])

2.3 Maintenance and Repair

231

232

I ntroduction

The test approach for M&R involved the issuance of both planned (induced) and
unplanned trouble tickets. CGE& Y assessed the ability of the Pseudo-CLEC to
Issue, track and close trouble tickets through Qwest’s maintenance interfaces.

According to Section 3.7.6 of the TSD and Section4.1 of the MTP, M&R isthe
function whereby CLECs diagnose and troubleshoot customer-reported troubles,
report troubles, open trouble tickets, inquire on the status of trouble tickets, and
close troubletickets. CLECs can perform M&R activities electronically, using
functionality provided to CLECs by Qwest via one of the available application
options, or via a telephone call to Qwest’s Account Maintenance Service Center.
Section 3.7.6.1 of the TSD and Section 4.2.2 of the MTP limited functionality
testing to the two primary electronic interfaces available for CLEC M&R.

These are:

» Customer Electronic Maintenance & Repair (CEMR) - aproprietary
web-based GUI application designed by Qwest

» Electronic Bonding - Trouble Administration (EB-TA) — a gateway
interface with associated programming and business rules that allows
CLECsto design their own GUIs for conducting M&R activities with

Qwest.

CGE&Y produced test scripts for UNE-L, UNE-P, DSL, and Resale accounts.

A total of 87 test scripts were executed, 63 in CEMR and 24 in EB-TA. These
test cases evaluated the functionality of the M&R interfaces. The parity/disparity
evaluation was established from commercial CLEC aggregation dataand is
addressed in Section 2.5 of this document.

Scope
Per Section 3.7.6.1 of the TSD and Section 4.3.5 of the M TP, the M&R

Functionality Test examined the following elements using both CEMR and EB-
TA:

A CLEC's ahility to initiate an MLT on a CLEC-owned line

A CLEC's ahility to electronically generate and submit trouble tickets on
lines that were installed during functionality testing

Qwest’s ability to receive CLEC trouble tickets and electronically close the
ticket back to the CLEC once the trouble was corrected
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2.3.3

A CLEC s ahility to electronically obtain the status of atrouble ticket that
was opened through one of the tested interfaces

In addition the M&R test cases were evaluated for the following performance
criteria:

Qwest’s ability to meet the commitment dates quoted during the trouble
ticket submission process. This was tested using both CEMR and EB-TA
The average amount of time it takes for Qwest to restore aline that is out of
service. Thiswas tested using both CEMR and EB-TA

The M&R Functionality Test simulated CLEC M&R activity when service
affecting and non-service affecting conditions occurred. Trouble tickets were
issued against test lines established in the Functionality Test.

Process

To test the effectiveness of Qwest’ s trouble reporting systems, CGE& Y created
test scripts that simulated an end-user calling the CLEC to report atrouble
condition. During the testing, but prior to reports of line trouble, CGE& Y made
arrangements with a Qwest Single Point of Contact (SPOC) to artificially induce
service-affecting trouble conditions onto lines established during the
Functionality testing. These trouble inducements were performed during

testing, rather than before, to ensure that the troubles were not detected, and
subsequently repaired, through routine systems maintenance. Prior to the
execution of a particular test script, CGE& Y sent the contact person alist of
telephone numbers or circuit IDs and the types of troubles to be induced.

M&R test scripts, containing all of the information necessary for the successful
submission of atrouble report through one of the Qwest interfaces, were
delivered by CGE& Y to both the Pseudo-CLEC and the EB-TA participating
CLEC srepair center following the inducement of the trouble condition.

Approach

Prior to the initiation of any M&R tests, a number of lines established during the
Functionality Test were removed from the normal cycling of orders and
designated for use in M&R testing. This eliminated the possibility of the lines
being disconnected or otherwise altered during the time period in which the EB-
TA or CEMR testing occurred. Once the lines were isolated for use in M&R
testing, they were assigned unique M&R test-case tracking numbers.

The following genera test procedures were followed during the testing:
To alow Qwest’s line records to be fully updated prior to beginning testing,

CGE&Y ensured that all lines tested had been in service for at least five
business days prior to trouble inducement.
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To assure that the induced troubles would not be repaired through Qwest’s
routine maintenance, test cases involving the induced troubles were tested
within approximately two weeks of the inducement.

In the event that circumstances prohibited the desired trouble from being
induced on atest line (e.g., afeature to be removed was not present on the
line), the Qwest SPOC informed CGE& Y of the affected ling(s) and
provided an explanation of why trouble could not be induced. In these
cases, CGE& Y replaced the unusable ling(s) with alternate choices.

Details of M&R test cases were recorded in an M& R statistics spreadsheet. >

CEMR Trouble Ticket Processing

Approximately 72 percent of the M&R test cases were performed using CEMR
because of the constant availability (viathe Pseudo-CLEC) as compared with
the EB-TA application.

The test cases entered through CEMR were made up of two categories of
troubles:

>

Planned (induced) — Pre-selected test accounts on which specific reportable
troubles were intentionally induced

Unplanned — Any trouble discovered on atest account during the course of
the functionality testing. Examples of these troubles include loss of dial tone
on the lines, and problems making long-distance calls from the lines
installed during testing

CEMR testing consisted of the following steps:

1.

2.

CGE&Y prepared M&R test cases using lines installed during functionality
testing.

CGE&Y issued test scripts to the Pseudo-CLEC containing all information
necessary to create atrouble ticket in CEMR.

For selected test cases, the Pseudo-CLEC initiated an MLT through CEMR
prior to issuing a trouble report.

After receiving the results of the MLT, the Pseudo-CLEC documented them,
and submitted the trouble ticket through CEMR.

The Pseudo-CLEC generated a CEMR trouble report smulating a legitimate
customer trouble, such asno dial tone.

Once the information was successfully received in the Loop Maintenance
Operations System (LMOS), CEMR returned a confirmation that the ticket
had been successfully submitted.

The Pseudo-CLEC documented the date and time of theinitial report, and
the commitment date and time returned by Qwest.

22 CGE& Y ArchiveFile: FT #7 —M& R Statistics Spreadshest
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8.

9.

Pseudo- CLEC representatives were listed on the tickets as the contacts for
the Qwest technicians who worked the tickets. These representatives fielded
all calsfrom Qwest and answered questions related to the diagnosis and
resolution of the tickets. A separate telephone line at the Pseudo-CLEC
location was maintained as the contact number for use with M&R testing.
Once the CEMR ticket was closed, the Pseudo-CLEC recorded the actual
clearance date and time returned by Qwest’s systems.

10. The Pseudo-CLEC returned the documentation for the completed trouble

ticket to CGE& Y.

EB-TA Trouble Ticket Processing

Prior to the start of testing, Qwest modified the participating CLEC’ s access to
EB-TA to allow them to enter trouble tickets on behalf of the Pseudo-CLEC.
CGE&Y and the participating CLEC defined a process for entering and tracking
trouble tickets that would not impact the participating CLEC' s normal work
flows and internal performance metrics reporting. CGE& Y acted as the point of
contact to answer calls from Qwest’stechnicians. The CGE& Y/ participating
CLEC trouble ticket process developed for the test was as follows:

1.

To create atrouble ticket via EB-TA, a participating CLEC representative
created an internal “dummy” ticket called atrouble ticket request (TTR) to
provide the gateway to EB-TA. Thisticket was exclusively internal to the
participating CLEC and was not reported as part of the M&R testing results.
The EB-TA ticket to be sent to Qwest was created viathe “Create electronic
trouble ticket request (ETTR)” tab of the EB-TA system. Information
entered on this tab included such things as the TN, address, customer name,
trouble code and description, and contact information provided by CGE& Y.
The trouble ticket was then transmitted to Qwest by the participating CLEC
service representative through the ETTR ticket menu.

If the transmission was successful, a message containing the phrase “ticket
has been successfully created” was received; if the transmission was
unsuccessful, a message was received explaining what information was
missing or why the ticket was not created.

The service representative printed the information from the TTR ticket that
captured all of the data transmitted through the gateway to Qwest and
returned to the participating CLEC.

Upon successful creation of an EB-TA trouble ticket, the TTR ticket was
moved into a participating CLEC test queue and placed on a 30-day
customer time clock. This was done to keep participating CLEC
representatives not involved in the testing from working the tickets or
performing follow-up testing on the tickets. Placing the tickets in the test
gueue also kept them out of the participating CLEC' s internal reporting
processes. This step was internal to the participating CLEC and not reported
as part of the M&R testing.

The EB-TA application generated notes until the TTR was closed.
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8. Upon completion of the trouble ticket, Qwest sent notification that the
trouble was cleared, followed immediately by another notice stating that the

ticket was closed.

9. When the participating CLEC received Qwest’s “closed” notice, the TTR
ticket information was printed one fina time. This printout reflected every
transaction that occurred for the ticket, from inception until the date and time

Qwest closed the ticket.

10. The participating CLEC then cancelled the TTR, thus eliminating any
potentia reporting issues created by the TTR. Thiswas only interna to the
participating CLEC and did not affect the testing performed by CGE& Y .

Following Section 3.7.6.3 of the TSD, the following criteria were satisfied prior

to beginning the Functionality M&R testing:

Criterion Completed
Test cases using the data from the Test Scenarios in the MTP v
were developed
A spreadsheet documenting the detail s associated with each test v
script and the anticipated results was created.
Information directing the number of test cases and iterations for
each test case for each test case was received from the v
Statistical Team.
A supply of 2-wire loops were created during the Functionality v
testing and set aside for use in M&R testing.
The test script spreadsheet was populated with end-user names,
addresses and trouble conditions needed to generate specific v
test scripts.
A test schedule was devel oped based on volume information v
provided by the Statistical Team.
The test script spreadsheet was updated with execution dates v
assigned to each test script.
Test accounts successfully provisioned and activated. v
The TA, Qwest and the EB-TA participating CLEC
coordinated for the use of EB-TA to submit mechanized trouble
reports on selected accounts. This included a comparison of the
participating CLEC s EB-TA system to Qwest’s system v
specifications to determine what system modifications had to be
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Criterion Completed
made in order to accept trouble tickets for Pseudo-CLEC
accounts through the participating CLEC EB-TA interface.

Necessary modifications were made by Qwest and participating
CLEC to dlow trouble tickets for Pseudo-CLEC accounts to be v
transmitted over participating CLEC’'s EB-TA interface.

A Daily Log Form was created to record observations v
associated with M& R Testing.

Maintenance & Repair Performance Measurement process v
evaluations were successfully passed.

Trouble conditions were appropriately simulated and induced. v

2.34 Results
CGE&Y identified Qwest system, process, and/or training issues that resulted in
the generation of IWOs. The summary of IWOs and their resolutions can be
found in Appendix B.

The results of the M&R Functionality Test are grouped by electronic access
method, i.e., CEMR and EB-TA.

2.34.1 CEMR Results

Of the 63 trouble tickets submitted via CEMR, 40 trouble tickets were
planned and 23 trouble tickets were unplanned troubles. Of the 23
unplanned troubles, 18 were identified by the customers and 5 were
identified during the UNE Loop testing phase. All but 7 were
successfully accepted. These 7 test cases were rejected by CEMR for a
variety of reasons:

» Qwest’s database showed that the Pseudo-CLEC did not own
theline. (AZIW02101) CGE&Y conducted aretest of this
IWO to verify that the subject of the IWO had been addressed.
The following table shows the accounts utilized to validate the
findings during the retest effort of generating trouble tickets in

CEMR:
Ticket Number | Order Activity Request Notes
Number
1) Pull CSR and check for | Start time 10/16/01 10:14 AM
RSID 1) CSR available and RSID of
MNTR101603 | C63229997 | 2) Issue trouble ticket in HO08 IW 02101 PASSED
CEMR 2) CEMR shows RSID ticket
3) View ticket thru issued OK IW02102
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Ticket Number | Order Activity Request Notes
Number
maintain trouble report PASSED
and check if correct 40 3) Maintain Loop screen
cancel ticket showsticket OK. 1W02103
PASSED
4) Ticket cancelled at 10:34
AM
Start time 10/16/01 9:55 AM
1) CSR available and has
1D)pull csr and check for Reseller ID of HO8 IW(02101
resller id 2) issue troble tkt | PASSED 2) CEMR shows
incemr 3) view ticket Reseller 1D tkt issued OK
MNTR101604 | C63595376 | ) maintain trouble IW02102 PASSED 3)
report and check if correct | Maintain Loop screen shows
40 cancel tkt ticket OK. 1W02103
PASSED 4)ticket cancelled at
10:10 AM
Start time 10/16/01 10:22AM
1) CSR available still has
1)pull csr and check for LIVE status IW02101
redller id 2) issue troble tkt | PASSED 2) CEMR shows
incemr 3) view ticket Reseller 1D tkt issued OK
0061847 (63595312 thru maintain trouble IW02102 PASSED 3)
report and check if correct | Maintain Loop screen shows
40 cancel tkt ticket OK. 1W02103
PASSED 4)ticket cancelled at
10:40 AM
Start time 10/03/01 9:30 AM
1) CSR available still has
L)pull csr and check for LIVE status IW02101
resller id 2) issue troble tkt [ PASSED 2) CEMR shows
incemr 3) view ticket Reseller ID tkt issued OK
MNTRI1031 | C83721550 | p) maintain trouble IWO02102 PASSED 3)
report and check if correct | Maintain Loop screen shows
40 cancel tkt ticket OK. 1W02103
PASSED 4)ticket cancelled at
4:00 PM
Start time 10/02/01 3:48 PM
1)pull csr and check for 1) CSR has Reseller Id of HO8
resller id 2) issue troble tkt | |V O2101 PASSED 2) CEMR
. : . shows Reseller 1D tkt issued
MNTR1001 | C63678236 | INCemr3) view ticket OK IW02102 PASSED 3)
LT Tl | MainiainLoopseenshows
4%pcanc ot ticket OK. [W02103
PASSED 4)ticket cancelled at
3:55 PM
Start time 10/03/01 9:30 AM
1)pull csr and check for 1) CSR has Reseller 1d of HO8
; . IW02101 PASSED 2) CEMR
resller id 2) issue troble tkt !
in cemr 3) view ticket shows Reseller 1D tkt issued
MNTR1034 N63229001 thru maintain trouble OK IW02102 PASSED 3)
report and check if correct Maintain L oop screen shows
40 cancel tkt ticket OK. IWOZlOS
PASSED 4)ticket cancelled at
12:24 PM
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Ticket Number

Order Activity Request Notes
Number

MNTR1032

Start time 10/03/01 09:05 AM
1) CSR has Reseller 1d of HO8
IW02101 PASSED 2) CEMR
shows Reseller D tkt issued
OK IW02102 PASSED 3)
Maintain Loop screen shows
ticket OK. IW02103
PASSED 4)ticket cancelled
at 10:34 AM

L)pull csr and check for
resller id 2) issue troble tkt
incemr 3) view ticket
thru maintain trouble
report and check if correct
40 cancel tkt

N00714905

In addition, CGE& Y performed areview of each CSR prior to issuing
repair ticketsin CEMR. In all cases the accounts either had a status of
LIVE or the RSID had already been posted to “HO08,” which is the
RSID of the Pseudo-CLEC. In none of these cases did CGE& Y
experience a blank on the RSID field of the CSR.

CGE&Y did further CSR reviews during the investigation performed
for IWO2060. In none of the cases reviewed did CGE& Y experience
the RSID field to be blank.

Asaresult of thisretest CGE& Y closed AZIWO2101.

» Two tickets not present by CEMR on the Maintain Trouble report
screen. (AZIW0O2102) CGE&Y conducted aretest of this WO and
issued seven trouble tickets which involved the reanalysis of
CEMR M&R ticket data and included the following activities:

Validation that the CEMR release notes were posted in the
Qwest website

Verification that software fixes were completed through the
execution and results of the retest cases

Monitoring the issuance of repair tickets by the Pseudo-CLEC
in CEMR. After the repair ticket was issued the Maintain
Trouble Report screen was accessed to determine the repair
ticket issued did exist in the system and that it could be viewed
viaMaintain Trouble Report screen. In al casesthe Maintain
Trouble Report screen showed the existence of the trouble
tickets already entered

Monitoring the cancellation of the repair ticket by the Pseudo-
CLEC in CEMR

Verification of the cancellation via the Maintain Trouble Report
screen where it was aso noted that the tickets cancelled on the
previous day still showed the status of “Cancelled” as
described in Qwest’s response
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CGE&Y has determined that this IWO can be closed based on the
results logged during the retest effort.

» Oneticket appeared corrupted on the Maintain Trouble report
screen. (AZIW02103) CGE& Y conducted aretest of thisIWO ard
issued seven trouble tickets. CGE& Y determined that in al cases
the Maintain Trouble report screen could be accessed and all data
appeared to be accurate. The following table provides the results of
thisretest effort:

Ticket
Number

Order
Number

Line
Type

Notes

MNTR101603

C63229997

1FB

Start time 10/16/01 10:14 AM 1) CSR
available and Reseller Id of HO8 2) CEMR
shows Reseller ID tkt issued OK  3)
Maintain Loop screen shows ticket OK.
A)ticket cancelled at 10:34 AM 5) 10/30/01
Maintain Loop screen does not show ticket
OK IW02103 PASSED

MNTR101604

C63595376

1FR

Start time 10/16/01 9:55 AM 1) CSR
available and has Reseller ID of HO8 2)
CEMR shows Reseller ID tkt issued OK 3)
Maintain L oop screen shows ticket OK.
Mticket cancelled at 10:10 AM. 5) 10/30/01
Maintain Loop screen does not show ticket
OK IW02103 PASSED

0061847

C63595312

1FB

Start time 10/16/01 10:22AM 1) CSR
available still has LIVE status 2) CEMR
shows Reseller ID tkt issued OK 3) Maintain
L oop screen shows ticket OK. 4)ticket
cancelled at 10:40 AM 5) 10/30/01 Maintain
L oop screen does not show ticket OK
IW02103 PASSED

MNTR1031

C63721550

1FB

Start time 10/03/01 9:30 AM 1) CSR
available still hasLIVE status 2) CEMR
shows Reseller ID tkt issued OK  3)
Maintain Loop screen showsticket OK.
4)ticket cancelled at 4:00 PM  5) 10/16/01
Maintain Loop screen does not show ticket
OK 1W02103 PASSED

MNTR1001

C63678236

1FR

Start time 10/02/01 3:48 PM 1) CSR has
Reseller Id of HO8 2) CEMR shows Reseller
ID tkt issued OK  3) Maintain Loop screen
shows ticket OK. 4)ticket cancelled at 3:55
PM 5) 10/16/01 Maintain Loop screen does
not show ticket OK IW 02103 PASSED

MNTR1034

N63229001

UHR

Start time 10/03/01 9:30 AM 1) CSR has
Reseller 1d of HO8 2) CEMR shows Reseller
ID tkt issued OK 3) Maintain Loop screen
showsticket OK. 4)ticket cancelled at 12:24
PM 5) 10/16/01 Maintain Loop screen does
not show ticket OK |W 02103 PASSED
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2342

Ticket Order Line

Number Number Type Notes

Start time 10/03/01 09:05 AM 1) CSR has
Reseller Id of HO8 2) CEMR shows Reseller
ID tkt issued OK 3) Maintain Loop screen
showsticket OK. 4)ticket cancelled at 10:34
AM 5) 10/16/01 Maintain Loop screen does
not show ticket OK IW 02103 PASSED

MNTR1032 NO00714905 | UHR

» While attempting to execute the MLT process outlined in Section
10.4 of the CEMR User Guide, CGE& Y observed that the function
was unavailable for three test TNs. Qwest updated the system
database to allow Pseudo-CLEC access. (AZIWO2098) During
the retest effort no problems were encountered while executing the
MLT function.

Overall, CGE&Y found that it was able to Create, Modify, Status, and
Close atrouble ticket. In addition, CGE&Y was able to successfully
execute the MLT tool on the trouble tickets in the test.

MLTs were successfully performed on selected test lines. Additionally,
the functionality for electronically requesting the status of an open
trouble ticket was successfully tested.

EB-TA Results

Twenty-four planned trouble tickets were successfully submitted to
Qwest via EB-TA. Of these, al but one met or bettered the
commitment date provided by Qwest for clearing the trouble. MLTs
were conducted on each line, and line trouble histories were
successfully retrieved for selected test cases.

Additionally, the functionality for electronically requesting the status of
an open trouble ticket was successfully tested for all trouble tickets.

The following exit criteria, found in Section 3.7.6.6 of the TSD, were
met prior to closing the M&R Functionality Test:

Criterion Completed
Trouble tickets were created via both CEMR and EB- v
TA
v

MLTs were successfully conducted on test lines

Trouble ticket statuses via both CEMR and EB-TA
were reguested and received, and statuses and results
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Criterion Completed

documented on the Daily Log v

Trouble ticket closure notifications, including v

disposition and cause codes, were received

Emergency notification for network events (e.g. switch v
failures) were received

All Trouble/Maintenance test scripts were executed and v
passed
Customer trouble histories were successfully retrieved v

Performance benchmarks and parity requirementsin
accordance with the Functionality portion of the MTP v
were achieved

All Incident Work Orders were properly addressed and
successfully retested with passing results in accordance v
with the Testing Incidents Process

2.4 Billing

According to Section 4.3.4 of the MTP, the primary focus of the Billing Functionality
Test was to validate the ability of Qwest billing systemsto receive input in atimely
manner and to process the bills accurately. Thistest provided data to evaluate Qwest’s
ability to provide accurate, timely, and compl ete usage data and billing records to
CLECs for the services, features, network items, and functions that were ordered and
provisioned. Thistest also verified the correct application of documented recurring,
non-recurring, usage-sensitive, and miscellaneous charges.

2.4.1 Introduction

The billing process is the means by which Qwest provides CLECs with
wholesale bills, usage data and records for the services, network elements (e.g.,
loop) and features that are ordered and provisioned. The account changes were
passed to the billing system when the order was completed and the order status
was changed to SOC. The bills used in this test were produced from the Qwest
Customer Record Information System (CRIS). Qwest provided Daily Usage
Files (DUFs) containing both Pseudo-CLEC usage and access records.

In accordance with Section 3.8 of the TSD, the Billing Functionality Test
involved review and analysis of the following:

Hard copies of the Resale, UNE-P and UNE-L hills
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Electronic copies of the bills (EDI format)
Electronic copies of the Daily Usage Files (DUF)

For this document the following terms will be used:

Recurring charges. charges that repeat each period (standard monthly
charges)

Non-recurring charges. charges that should not repeat (e.g., installation,
service order charge, set-up charge, prorated amounts)

DUF: Rated and unrated call detail records, including access records, if
applicable, provided by Qwest for calls origiating or terminating through its
network from or to a CLEC’s end user

Master account: BAN under which all other accounts are billed

Sub account: individual accounts (end-user level) included in master
accounts

24.2 Scope

According to Section 3.8 of the TSD and Section 4.3.4 of the MTP, the test
determined whether Qwest provides the CLECs with accurate and timely
wholesale bills and usage data, including records for services, features, network
elements and functions that were ordered and provisioned.

Section 4.3.4 of the MTP and Section 3.8 of the TSD identified the focus for the
validation of the bills